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KEV. GEORGE HARRIS, 



secretary and treasurer to the scottish unitarian christian association, 
editor of the christian pioneer, 

Rev. and very Deab Sib, 
I dedicate this humble, but, I trust, useful pamphlet, to a man so 
eminently distinguished as you are, without any wish to make you 
responsible for the statements and views which it contains. I only 
desire to express the admiration which I feel, in common with all who 
know you, on account of your many noble and amiable virtues ; your 
powerful, impressive, commanding eloquence ; and your constant and 
untiring zeal to disseminate just views of God, of man, of moral duty, 
and of future happiness. I wish also to declare, in this public manner, 
the sincere and intense affection which I cherish towards you, and must 
continue to cherish throughout life, for the blessings which I derived, 
as an inquirer after truth, from my attendance on your ministry; 
and for many other valuable favours which I have since received, how- 
ever undeservedly, at your hands. If God should continue my existence, 
and give me success in the advocacy of truth and virtue, it will be my 
happiness to acknowledge in what school I have been taught ; and always 
to make mention of your name in terms of the highest veneration, 
esteem, and gratitude. 

I have the honour to be, 

Rev. and vert Dear Sib, 

Your affectionate friend, 

And most obedient faithful servant, 

JAMES FORREST. 
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Tne Apostles', 
or Unitarian Creed: 

Being the creed of the two 
first christian centuries. 



The Nicene, or Semi-Trtnitariaa t 

Principally drawn up by the council of Nlc< i 
325 ; the clause concerning the Holy C 
brackets [ ] having been affixed to it by th 
of Constantinople, in A. D. 381, except t 
[and the Son], which were afterwards ii 
into it. 



I believe in GOD, the 
FATHER ALMIGH- 
TY, Maker of heaven 
and earth: 

And in Jesus Christ, 
his only Son our Lord: 
who was conceived by the 
holy ghost (spirit), born 
of the virgin Mary, suf- 
fered under Pontius Pi- 
late, was crucified, dead 
and buried ; he descended 
into hell (the grave) ; the 
third day he rose again 
from the dead ; he ascend- 
ed into heaven, and sit- 
teth on the right hand of 
GOD, the FATHER 
ALMIGHTY: From 
thence he shall come to 
judge the quick and the 
dead: 

I believe in the holy 
ghost (spirit); the holy 
catholic (general) church ; 
the communion of saints ; 
the forgiveness of sins; 
the resurrection of the 
body, and the life ever- 
lasting. Amen. 



I believe in ONE GOD, the TJ 
ALMIGHTY, Maker of heaven an 
and of all things visible and invisible: 

And in one Lord Jesus Christ, t 
begotten Son of God; begotten of hi 
before all worlds; God of (or from 
Light of (or from) LIGHT; Very G 
from) VERY GOD J begotten, no 
being of one substance with the Fa 
whom all things were made ; who for 
and for our salvation, came down from 
and was incarnate by the Holy Gh< 
virgin Mary; and was made man; 
crucified also for us under Pontius F 
suffered, and was buried, and the 1 
he rose again according to the s< 
and ascended into heaven, and sittel 
right hand of the FATHER *. and 
come again with glory to judge both 
and the dead; whose kingdom shal 
end. 

And I believe in the Holy Gh 
Lord and Giver of life ; who proceet 
the Father tand the Son ;] who with t 
and the Son together is worshipped ; 
fied; who spake by the prophets]. 

And I believe one catholic and 
church: I acknowledge one baptism i 
mission of sins: and I look for the re 
of the dead ; and the life of the world 
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CHAPTER I. 

Of the three Creeds of the Church of England, viz., tlie Apostle*' Creed, 
the Nicene Creed, and the Athanasian Creed, as the proof of a gradual 
change of opinion from Vhitarianism to Trinitarianism, in the early 
centuries of the Church. 

Protestants do not doubt, that many doctrines and practices of the 
Roman Catholic church, having no authority from Scripture, must have 
crept into existence, at times, subsequent to the Apostolic age. I believe 
that the doctrine of a Trinity of persons in the Godhead, and that of a 
union of two natures in Jesus Christ, had a similar origin. I think that 
they formed no part of primitive Christianity, but were slowly, and step 
after step, introduced among its principles, during the second, third, and 
succeeding centuries. It is proposed in these pages to produce the evi- 
dence which supports this opinion. My design will be to show at what 
times, and under what circumstances, Trinitarian notions were first held, 
how they gradually spread, what resistance they encountered, the ground 
on which they were defended, and the causes of their conception. 

A review of the three Creeds of the churches of Rome and England will 
form an introduction to this subject; for they distinctly indicate a gradual 
change of opinion from the simplicity of the gospel to the complex system 
of Trinitarianism. The first Creed is Unitarian ; the second is partly 
so ; the third and last contains Trinitarianism in its boldest and most 
complicated state. As two of these Creeds were originally drawn up to 
be public Confessions, and as the third, though at first it was private, was 
afterwards made common, they are worthy, on this account, to be atten- 
tively considered. In this chapter I intend to explain them, in ihe order 
in which they stand. 

I. The Creed, bearing the name of the Apostles 1 , was generally thought, 
from the fourth century downwards, for many hundred years,, to have been 
composed by the twelve chosen followers of our Saviour.* But for several 
reasons this opinion has been abandoned. Still, however, the great antiquity 
of the Creed cannot reasonably be doubted, or that it is a work of nearly 
apostolical importance. f Irenaeus, one of the disciples, second in suc- 
cession after John, has been justly thought to refer to it when he speaks 



* King's History of the Apostles" Creed, 4th ed. p. 25. 

f Ibid, f, 30. Bingham's Antiquities of the Christian Church, vol. iv. p. 82. 
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of that Faith, or Rule of Truth, which the churches, though scattered 
oyer the earth, had received, and into which all believers were baptized, 
on acknowledging Christianity.* The copy, indeed, which this father 
has quoted, differs considerably from that now generally known. But 
this has been explained by supposing that Irenaeus did not so much intend 
to give the form itself as a commentary on it, since in another part of his 
writings we find a different version of it, or rather a different commentary, 
on the same Creed, f 

It appears that this form of faith was not at. first committed to paper, 
but was used orally in the churches before baptism, f In consequence of 
this, it is probable that it varied, in different places, in words, though not 
in substance, and that some additions also have been made to it since its 
first employment. § Afterwards, when copies in writing had been taken 
of it, they were read before congregations as a part of the public worship. || 

With these provisions, we may admit, I think, this Creed as a monu- 
ment, in some measure, of the faith of the first era of Christianity. 

" The Christian system," says Dr Mosheim, " as it was hitherto taught, 
(referring to the primitive age), preserved its native and beautiful simpli- 
city, and was comprehended in a small number of articles. The public 
teachers inculcated no other doctrines than those that are contained in 
what is commonly called the Apostles' Creed: and in the method of 
illustrating them, all vain subtleties, all mysterious researches, everything 
that was beyond the reach of common capacities, were carefully avoided. 
This will by no means appear surprising to those who consider, that, at 
this time, there was not the least controversy about those capital doctrines 
of Christianity which were afterwards so keenly debated in the church ; 
and who reflect, that the bishops of those primitive times were, for the 
most part, plain and illiterate men, remarkable rather for their piety and 
zeal than for their learning and eloquence."^ 

What, then, are the doctrines of the Apostles' Creed ? Are we recom- 
mended by it to believe in a three-one God, God the Father, God the Son, 
and God the Holy Ghost ? No : but in God the Father only : ' I believe 
in God, the Father Almighty, Maker of heaven and earth. 7 What are 
we to acknowledge concerning Christ ? that he was co-eternal with the 
Father ? co-equal with him ? like him, Almighty, and the Maker of heaven 
and earth ? No : but we are instructed to believe ' in Jesus Christ, his 

* Irenaeus, lib. i. c. 2. p. 45. Apud Dr Priestley's History of Early Opinions 
concerning Christ, vol. i. pp. 306, 307 ; see also Bingham's Antiquities, vol. iv. 
p. 84. 

f Dr Priestley's Hist, of Early Opinions, vol. i. pp. 305, 308. 

f King's History of the Creed, p. 32. 

§ Bingham's Antiquities, vol. iv. pp. 75, 82. 

|| King's History, p. 43. 

H Dr Mosheim's Ecclesiastical History, vol. i. p. 183. 
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only Son, our Lord, who was conceived by the holy ghost (spirit), 
bom of the Virgin Mary, suffered tmder Pontius Pilate, was crucified, 
dead, and buried, he descended into hell (the grave), the third day he 
arose again from the dead, he ascended into heaven, and sitteth at the 
right hand of God, thb Father Almighty, from whence he shall come to 
Judge the quick and the dead. 9 Are we taught in this Creed the divinity 
of the Holy Ghost? No : for this portion of the Trinity is not even 
mentioned as a person, but only as a thing, being classed with a number 
of other things at the end of the Creed: ' I believe in the holy ghost 
(spirit), the holy catholic (general) church, the communion of saints, 
the forgiveness of sins, the resurrection of the body, and the life ever- 
lasting. Amen. 9 

This form of faith is entirely silent about a Trinity in unity, an incar- 
nate deity, a union of opposite natures in Christ, or any of those phrases 
and doctrines of Trinitarian divinity so common and so fashionable in 
after times. It can only be regarded as an Unitarian compilation, the 
work of an Unitarian age, when men were yet ignorant of the mysteries 
and subtleties which afterwards appeared. * 

II. It was soon found, when the leaders of the church began to advance 
towards Trinitarianism, that the Apostles' Creed was insufficient to express 
the new opinions which began to be entertained. Other forms . therefore , were 
afterwards drawn up, as more aptly expressive of the growing sentiments 

* The Unitarianism of the Apostles' Creed has sometimes been admitted and 
lamented by Trinitarians. The following curious specimen is given by Mr Lindsey, 
in his " Apology for resigning the Vicarage of Catterick in Yorkshire." It forms 
part of tire angry criticism which some English and Spanish Jesuits passed upon this 
Creed, and is translated from a Latin work by Alphonsus de Vargas, a Spaniard. 
"J believe in the Holy Ghost. This proposition is put with a bad design, and is 
deservedly suspected for its affected brevity ; for it craftily passes over in silence the 
divinity of the Holy Ghost, and his proceeding from the Father and the Son. More- 
over, it smells grievously of Arian heresy, covertly favours the schisms of the Greeks, 
and destroys the undivided Trinity. And the whole of this exposition of the divine 
and undivided Trinity, contained in these eight articles, [viz., the Apostles 1 Creed 
so divided], is defective and dangerous; for it takes the faithful off from the worship 
and reverence undividedly and inseparably to be paid to the three Divine persons ; 
and under a pretence of brevity, and making no unnecessary enlargement, it cunningly 
overthrows the whole mystery of the Trinity, whereof the perfect and explicit belief 
is an indispensable condition of salvation. So that this whole doctrine [viz., the 
Apostles' creed], can hardly be looked upon as any other than a cheat, because it 
maketh no mention of the divinity of the Son, or Holy Ghost, or their eternity, but 
even intimates the contrary concerning the Son, in the third article, viz., who was 
conceived of the Holy Ghost, born of the Virgin Mary" Liodsey's Apology, 4th 
edition, pp. 123—126. 
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of the times. And though all of these were, ostensibly, only explana- 
tions * of the Symbol (as the Apostles' Creed was distinctively called) ,t 
we know from history, that much less importance was attached to it than to 
them, they only being thought, as they successively appeared, to be ade- 
quate representations of theology. The chief of these instruments in the 
fourth century was the Creed now known as the Nicene ; so called because 
the greater part of it was drawn up by a general council held at Nice, in. 
Bithynia, A. D. 3254 The part of it which explains the divinity of the 
Holy Ghost was added by a general council, held at Constantinople, 
A.D. 381,$ with the exception of the clause '* and the Son? which the 
Latin church affixed to it in the ninth century. [| This last clause the 
Greek church never adopted : she separated from the Latin communion, 
among other reasons, on account of it, denouncing its inventors and sup- 
porters as heretics. ^ 

The Nicene Creed is semi-Trinitarian. It retains in part the spirit of 
Unitarianism ; but in part it approaches the complex Athanasian system. 
Its first article is an expressive testimony to the supremacy of the Father ; 
' I believe in One Goo, the Father Almighty, Maker of heaven, and 
earth, and of all things visible and invisible.'* Yet immediately after, 
the divine claims of another being are asserted, though not in such a way 
as to imply equality with the One God, the Father, just described: 
' and in one Lord Jesus Christ, the only begotten Son of God ; begotten 
of his Father before all worlds; God of (or from) Gon; Light of (or 
from) Light; Very God of (or from) Vert God.' That is to say, we 
are recommended by this Creed to believe, after God the Father Almighty, 
in our Saviour Jesus Christ, who was God also in a secondary sense, as 
deriving his birth in a peculiar manner from the Father, being God by 
derivation from His substance, and light by participation of His light. 
Still, in these expressions, equality, on the part of Christ, with the Supreme 
Deity is not declared, either as to power or glory. On the contrary, 
such phrases indicate the decided inferiority of the Son of God to his 
Father, and his entire dependance on Him, as on the self-existent Deity, 
the great first cause of all things. 

But perhaps it may be thought, that equality was meant to be included 
in the phrase, ' of one substance with the Father. 7 To this I answer, that 
many acute reasoners have otherwise understood this expression ; allowing, 
»,,, — ,.., , — i 

* Judgment of the Fathers, p. 21, in vol. in. of old Unitarian tracts, A.D. 169$. 

f King's History, p. 6. Bingham's Antiquities, vol. iv. p. 64. 

% Mosheim. Ecc. Hist. vol. i. p. 414. Dr Jortin's Remarks on Ecc. Hist. 
vol. ii. p. 66. 

§ Mosheim, vol. i. p. 426. || Jortin, vol. iii. p. 62. 

^| Priestley's General Church History, vol. ix. of his works, pp. 156-, 270, 444 — 
448. Mosheim, vol. ii. pp. 353, 354. 
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indeed, that it implied a parity of nature, but not the possession, to the 
full extent, of the attributes of Deity. It has been frequently admitted, 
that the members of the Nicene council, in making use of this phrase, just 
signified their belief that Christ partook of the substance or nature of 
his Father, as any child partakes of the substance or nature of his parents.* 
But do sons in general, because they partake of the substance of their 
fathers, possess, in consequence, the same stature, amount of health, degree 
of understanding, manners, and condition? If not, in what way is it 
certain that the members of the Nicene council thought that Christ, as a 
son, of the same substance with God, was therefore placed on a perfect 
equality with Him ? That they held a contrary opinion would be manifest 
from an examination of their writings. 

A profound silence was maintained in the council of Nice concerning 
the divinity of the Holy Spirit ; which probably arose from this circum- 
stance, that the church was not then prepared, or even a considerable par- 
ty in it, to decide what precise dignity this third person was entitled to. 
The Spirit, indeed, not long after the Son, had been mentioned by theo- 
logians as a divine person, making part of a Trinity. But a considerable 
variety of opinion seems to have been entertained on this subject, and 
certainly less importance was attached for a long time to the Spirit than 
to Christ. Afterwards, when the ecclesiastical authorities became more 
bold, they added at Constantinople (A. D. 381.) the clause which we find 
in the present copy of the Creed, characterizing the Holy Ghost as * the 
Lord and Giver of life ; who proceedeth from the Father ; who with the 
Father and the Son together is worshipped and glorified ; who spake 
by tlte prophets? 

The Nicene Creed has sometimes been called Arian, even though 
expressly written in opposition to Arius at the instigation of Alexander, 
bishop of Alexandria, prompted by his secretary, the celebrated Athana- 
sius.f Yet this impropriety of language may be excused, if we con- 
sider how little the Nicene Creed differs from the opinions which Arius 
entertained. In truth, Arius and his opponent Athanasius had not much 
reason to quarrel, for their tenets were not so at variance as is commonly 
supposed. Both had departed far enough from primitive simplicity of 
doctrine. Both, at the same time, were yet at a considerable distance 
from Trinitarianism in its finished state. What was the subject of con- 
tention between them ? Arius and Athanasius agreed that Christ was a 
powerful Divine Being, to whom the honours and title of God were, in 



* Jortin, vol. ii. pp. 55, 50. Ben MordecaTs Apology (by the Rev. H. Taylor, 
vicar of Portsmouth), Letter I. p. 32, &c. 

f Mosheim, vol. i. pp. 413, 414. Priestley's Gen. Ch. Hist. Works, vol viii. 
pp. 297—300. 
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some sense, doe ; but they disputed about the maimer in which this Being 
came into life. It was thought by Arius that Christ was produced out of 
nothing, by creation ;* while Atbanasius maintained that he sprang from 
the substance of God, by some kind of generation^ though not so as to 
imply (as indeed how could it ?) equality with God. And on this nice 
question, so practically unimportant, the body of the Christian church, 
in the fourth century, divided itself into two great parties, opposing, 
denouncing, and rejecting each other. Nor was it certain at first which 
party would prevail, so keen was the contest, and so numerous and obstinate 
were the adherents on both sides. The council of Nice drew up the Creed 
which we have been considering, in favour of Athanasius, in A. D. 325 ; 
on which occasion Arius was condemned, and banished into Ulyricum.} 
But ten years afterwards (A. D. 335), the fugitive was recalled, and 
admitted into communion by a council at Jerusalem, which agreed to 
accept his confession of faith as satisfactory. § On the other hand, 
Athanasius also was severely scrutinized by several ecclesiastical assem- 
blies. II He was five times expelled from his episcopal throne at Alex- 
andria; twenty years he passed as an exile or a fugitive;^ and his 
doctrine fluctuated between honour and disgrace, just as his party or that 
of Arius prevailed. ** Victory at length decided for the adherents of 
Athanasius, towards the end of the fourth, and the beginning of the fifth 
centuries. And in consequence of this triumph, and because the doctrine 
of the conqueror was a step nearer than that of his opponent to Trmita- 
rianism as afterwards prevalent, the unfortunate Arius has been abandoned 
by posterity to the despised fate of an heretic, while honours have been 
heaped in succession upon Athanasius, and his name has been recorded 
among those of the choicest champions of orthodoxy, as well as of the 
most holy and revered saints of both eastern and western churches. 

III. One remarkable consequence arose, in die sixth century, from the 
renown thus obtained by Athanasius. The compilation of the third, or 
Trinitarian Creed, at that time new to the world, was imputed to him, as 
to by far the most celebrated of the Nicene fathers. It was doubtless 

* Priestley's Hist, of Early Opinions, vol. iv. p. 193, et seq. 

t Ibid. p. 211, et seq. 

% Mosheim, vol. i. p. 414. Priestley, vol. viii. p. 300. 

$ Priestley, vol. viii. p. 309. 

|| Ibid. pp. 308, 337, &c. Jortin, vol. ii. pp. 43—45. 

IT Gibbon's History of the Decline and Fall of the Roman Empire, vol. iii. p. 
354, et seq. 

** "In the fourth century," says Dr Jortin, u were held thirteen councils against 
Arius, fifteen for him, and seventeen for the serai- Arians, in all forty-five," vol. ii. 
p. 60. 
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expected that tins singular composition, by being published as the work of 
so eminent a theologian, would acquire an influence, which otherwise, 
from its unreasonableness, it was ill calculated to secure 3 and we know 
that this expectation has been realised. It would be superfluous in me to 
prove that Athanasius was not the author of the Greed which passes current 
in his name, since its genuineness has been abandoned by the ablest his- 
torians and divines. " I say called the Athanasian Creed," writes Dr 
Lardner, " for it is now generally allowed by learned men, that it is not 
the work of the celebrated Athanasius, bishop of Alexandria, who flour- 
ished in the fourth century, but of some other person long after his time. 
Nor is it certainly known by whom it was composed. "* Dr Waterland 
conjectured that it was written by Hilary, bishop of Aries in France, for 
the use of the Gallican clergy ;f but it is much more likely that it'was the 
work of Yigilius of Tapsa, who flourished between the middle and the end 
of the fifth century, and who was known to be the fabricator of various 
writings, which he published as the works of Athanasius.^ But whoever 
was its author, it was not much known till towards the end of the sixth 
century, when it began to be commented on by its admirers. $ Several 
centuries afterwards, it was successively introduced into France, Spain, 
Germany, Italy, and England, where it still forms part of the public wor- 
ship. But it has been disputed whether it was ever received among the 
Greek churches. I! 

This Greed, it will be allowed, is a perfect specimen of Trinitarian 
doctrine. I will add, that it is a fit representation of a system of faith, 
which was completed in a dark period of the church, when Christianity 
had been corrupted and obscured through ignorance and superstition. 
This Greed instructs us to worship ' One God in Trinity, and Trinity in 
Unity, neither confounding the persons r nor dividing the substance. 7 It 
informs us that ' there is one person of the Father, another of the Son, 
and another of the Holy Ghost, but 7 that ' the Godhead of the Father, 
of the Son, and of the Holy Ghost, is all one, the glory equal, the ma- 
jesty co-eternal.' It declares that ' the Father is Almighty, the Son 
Almighty, and the Holy Ghost Almighty, and yet ' that ' they are not 
three Almighties, but one Almighty ;' that ' the Father is eternal, the 
Son eternal, and the Holy Ghost eternal, and yet 7 that ' they are not 
three eternals, but one eternal ;' that ' the Father is God, the' Son is 
God, and the Holy Ghost is God, and yet ' that ' they are not three 

* Dr Lardner's Works, Ed. 1815, vol. v. p. 310. 
f Encyclopaedia Britannica, Art. Athanasian Creed. 

J Bingham's Antiquities, vol. iv. p. 119. Jortin, vol. ii. 437. Dr Cave's His- 
toria Literaria Script. Ecc. p. 146. 
$ Ency. Brit. Art. Athanasian Creed. 
)| Ibid. 
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Gods, but one God? Nor is this all; for with remarkable ingenuity 
it states the following distinctions : that * the Father is made of none, 
neither created, nor begotten ;' that ' the Son is of the Father alone, not 
made, nor created, but begotten;'' and that* the Holy Ghost is of the 
Father and the Son, neither made, nor created, nor begotten, but pro- 
ceeding ;' to accord with (contradict ?) which doctrine, it is next declared 
that ' none of the persons* in this Trinity ' is afore or after other? 
that ' none is greater or less than another, but 7 that ' in all things, as is 
aforesaid, the unity in Trinity, and Trinity in unity is to be worshipped? 
To sum up the whole, the Creed gravely warns us, that ' he that will be 
saved must thus think of the Trinity? and that ' except every one keep 
the same whole and unde filed, without doubt he shall perish everlast- 
ingly.' 

I shall briefly mention the final steps which were taken to bring the 
doctrine of the Trinity to this perfect state. I have already explained 
what the members of the Nicene council understood by the expression, 
' of one substance with the Father, 7 which they applied to Christ. It was 
their object by it to declare, that our Lord derived his substance or nature 
from the substance or nature of the Supreme Deity, without its being sup- 
posed that, on this account, he should be considered as on complete 
equality with Him. In process of time, however, the phrase, ' of one 
substance? fyc. , underwent an important alteration. In the course of half a 
century or more, it was interpreted to signify, that Christ and the Holy 
Ghost (to whom also it was applied), were, without reserve, equal in power 
and glory to the Father Almighty ;* a conclusion which was established 
in this way. It was contended, that in the substance of God were neces- 
sarily implied all the attributes of Deity in their infinite fulness, and that 
it (the substance) could not be communicated without also conferring the 
possession of those attributes in the same fulness. Whence it followed, 
as it was thought, supposing Christ and the Holy Ghost to have partaken 
of the Divine substance, that they partook in consequence of all the pro- 
perties of Divinity in a state of as great completeness as did the Supreme 
Father himself ; so that no distinction of rank or power could be supposed 
to exist between the persons of the Trinity. This was the doctrine of 
many able men, both among the Greeks and Latins, who laboured to pro- 
pagate their sentiments with unwearied zeal and alacrity ; till, aided by 
popular ignorance, and supported by a considerable share of imperial 
patronage, they succeeded in establishing the doctrine of a proper equality 
among the persons of the Trinity. 

Still the system of the Trinity was not quite completed, for nothing 
had hitherto been determined concerning the manner in which the second 



* Ben Mordecai's Apology. Letter I. p. 33. 
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person was united to the man Jesus Christ. It appears indeed strange, 
that this part of Trinitarianism, so important in modern times, should not 
have been explained till so late a period as the fifth century. Yet Dr 
Mosheim informs us that this was the ease ; that, up till that time, the 
connexion of Christ's natures was not even a subject of inquiry : and that 
the Christian doctors expressed themselves differently on it as they thought 
proper.* The first determination of the church, on this subject, was 
made by a council held at Ephesus, A. D. 431 ;f which council was suc- 
ceeded by another at Chalcedon, on the same matter, twenty years 
afterwards (A. D. 451)4 I* was declared at these assemblies, and more 
fully at the latter, that Christ was one divine person, in wham two natures 
were most, closely and intimately united, but without being mixed or con- 
founded together. § 

In the first of these councils, Nestorius was condemned for teaching 
that Christ's natures were only connected, in sympathy and will, without 
any personal or hypostatic union. In the second council an opposite 
opinion, maintained by Eutyches, via., that Christ had but one nature, 
a compound of divinity and humanity, was also censured as heretical. || 

But neither of these doctrines, though condemned, were vanquished by 
the ecclesiastical decrees. They were zealously supported by multitudes 
of Christians, and struggled with orthodoxy for a long time ; and, indeed, 
have continued to flourish till this day in many eastern churches.1T 

I shall conclude this chapter with one observation. The council of 
Ephesus, which, with that of Chalcedon, completed Trinitarianism, decreed 
that the Virgin Mary should be received and honoured as a supplement 
to the Trinity, under the title of Theotokos, or Mother of God.** This 
was done, as it was alleged, as a necessary consequence of the doctrine 
of the hypostatic union of two natures in Christ, which this council had 
determined. It was maintained that the divine nature of Christ was so 
closely connected with his humanity, even from the time of his conception, 
that Mary, in giving birth to him, was entitled to be called, not merely 
the mother of Christ, but the mother of God. All persons who held a 
contrary opinion were denounced as heretics by the prevailing party. 

Thus this council of Ephesus, which, with that of Chalcedon, completed 
Trinitarianism, did, by giving to Mary the profane title of Mother of God, 
pave the way for her future idolatrous worship, and in some degree sanc- 
tioned the many servile invocations which ignorance and superstition have 
since addressed to her, as the Queen of Heaven. 

* ^fosheim, vol. ii. p. 65. + Ibid. p. 68. 

% Ibid. «. p. 77. $ Ibid. pp. 69, 78. 

|| Ibid. See Century V. part ii. ch. v. in vol. ii. 
IT Priestley, vol. viii. p. 553. Mosheim, vol. vl. p. 18. 
** Priestley's Works, vol. v. p. 196. 
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But, indeed, superstition and idolatry had already commenced. As early 
as the fourth century the images of saints and martyrs were erected in the 
churches, and particular virtues were ascribed to their presence ; water 
was consecrated; idle shows were multiplied; dust and earth from Pales* 
tine were sold as remedies against evil spirits ; celibacy was encouraged 
among the priests as giving superior sanctity ; and I know not what train 
of silly observances was begun, the result of ignorance, and of a crooked 
ecclesiastical policy.* 



CHAPTER. II. 

The same subject confirmed by quotations from the works of the 
theological writers of antiquity. 

An examination of the works of the theologians who flourished in the early 
Christian centuries, will render still more evident the progressive change 
from Unitarianism to Trinitarian! sm, which has been traced, in some 
measure, in the preceding chapter. We shall find that the language 
employed by the writers of the age immediately succeeding that of the 
Apostles, is distinctly such as might be expected from men who believed 
in One God, the Father, and who did not consider Jesus Christ to be 
more than a man. Then follow, in the works of the next age, viz., from 
the middle of the second century till about the end of the fourth, state- 
ments and reasonings, in great number and variety, representing Christ 
and the Holy Spirit as divine persons, but inferior to the Father. While 
in the works of the third period, which includes all the centuries after the 
fourth, the doctrine of a proper equality among the persons of the Trinity 
will be found to be a settled and leading article of theology. Without 
more preface, I shall undertake to produce passages from the works be- 
longing to each of these periods, in illustration of this view. 

I. FIRST, OR UNITARIAN PERIOD. 

Clement of Rome and Polycarp are the only two men on whose writings 
I can place reliance, in forming an opinion concerning the doctrine of 
the age immediately succeeding that of the Apostles ; for the genuineness 
of the Epistle of Barnabas, and that of the Shepherd of Hermas, have 
long been disputed by divines ; and to say the least of these productions, 
it is exceedingly doubtful whether they were composed before the middle 
of the second century, and have a right to rank higher in authority than 
the works of that period. And regarding the epistles of Ignatius, though 

* Mosheim, vol. i. pp. 365, 366. 
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it is on all hands admitted, that they were, in the main, written by that 
father, yet they have been very much interpolated by those into whose hands 
they subsequently fell ; so that it would be improper to employ them as evi- 
dence on a question of apostolical antiquity. * I proceed, therefore, to an 
examination of the testimonies of Clement and Polyearp ; premising, that 
the dates annexed to the names of the several writers who are quoted in 
this chapter, are intended to denote at what times these men flourished, 
according to Dr Lardner, in his Credibility of the Gospel History. 

CLEMENT OF ROME, A. 9. 96. 

" The writer," says Dr Mosheim, " whose fame surpassed that of all 
others in this century, the Apostles excepted, was Clement, bishop of 
Rome*" f He is generally thought to have been the person whom St 
Paul mentions among his " fellow-labourers, whose names are in the book 
of life," Phil. iv. 3. His epistle, from which I intend to quote some 
passages, was addressed, in the name of the church of Rome, to the church 
of Corinth, and was designed to put a stop to contentions and disturb, 
ances which had arisen in the latter body. " Upon this occasion," says 
Dr Lardner, " Clement recommends not only concord and harmony, but 
love in general, humility, and all the virtues of a good life, and divers of 
the great articles and principles of religion. The style is clear and simple. 
It is called by the ancients an excellent, an useful, a great, and admirable 
epistle." % 1 add with pleasure, that having carefully read it (in the copy 
which we now have), I find it to have been the composition of a believer 
in the strict unity of God, and (I doubt not) the simple humanity of Jesus 



* Mr Wakefield (in his Enquiry into the Opinions of the Christian writers of the 
three first centuries, ed. 1824, pp. 227, 228, 231,) has given the following exam- 
ples of interpolation of the epistles of Ignatius. (1.) 'I glorify Jesus Christ [the 
God] who has thus made you wise. This is the reading of a passage in one set of 
Ignatius' epistles. But in another set (of the same epistles) we find: ' I glorify the ' 
God and Father of our Lord Jesus Christ, who through him has thus made you wise/ 
(2.) ' Ye did well in receiving Philo, &c, who followed me unto the word of God, as 
ministers of Christ [a God].' But in another set we read: ' Ye did well in receiving 
Philo, &c, who followed me unto the word of God, who are ministers of Christ, as 
ministers of Christ.' (3j) ' That ye may prosper in all that ye do, in flesh and spirit, 
in faith and love, [in the Son and the Father and the Spirit,'] in the beginning and 
in the end, with your most worthy bishop, and that well woven spiritual Jcrown your 
presbytery, and the deacons according to God. 9 But in the other set the reading is : 
* that all things which you do may prosper, in flesh and spirit, in faith and love with 
your most worthy bishop, and the well woven and spiritual crown your presbytery, 
and the deacons according to God.' 

f Mosheim, vol. i. p. 109. 

t Lardner's Credibility of the Gospel History, in works, vol. i. p. 289. 

C 
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Christ. It does not contain a sentence which ascribes Deity to our Saviour, 
or personality to the power or spirit of God. My readers will perceive, 
from the following quotations, that its language agrees very much with 
that of the New Testament, clearly distinguishing God fromiiis Son and 
Servant, and leaving no room for the opinion, that the latter was more 
than a human being, chosen of, and approved by, the Almighty Father, 
as the instrument of his will Clement thus begins his epistle : 

The church of God, which sojourn- 'H JxxXw/a rov Qeov q vetgoixovc* 
eth at Rome, to the church of God 'Pfaw rfi IkkXyi<tIcc rov ©gov iect£> 



which sojourneth at Corinth, to the 
called, the sanctified by the will of 
God, through Jesus Christ our Lord, 
favour and peace be multiplied unto 
you, from the Almighty God, through 
Jesus Christ 

Sect. 20. — All these things the 
great Creator and Lord of the 
universe has ordained to be in peace 
and harmony ; blessing all ; but most 
abundantly us, who have fled to His 
mercy, through our Lord Jesus 
Christ. 

Sect. 32.*— We, then, who are 
called, by His will, in Jesus Christ. 

Sect. 42. — The Apostles preached 
the gospel to us from the Lord Jesus 
Christ : Jesus Christ from God. 
Christ, therefore, was sent out by 
God; and the Apostles by Christ. 
Both these events were ordered by 
the will of God. 

Sect. 46.— Have we not One God, 
and one Christ ? Is there not one 
spirit of grace poured upon us, and 
one calling in Christ ? 

Sect. 49. — On account of the love 
which he bore to us, Christ our Lord 
gave his blood for us, by the will of 
God. 

Sect. 50. — This blessedness is 
the lot of those who are chosen by 
God, through Jesus Christ, our Lord. 

Sect. 58. — The All-seeing God. 



otKovatj KogwOoit, xhviroig qytetapeifoig 
h Stkfaetrt ©gov, * fool rov xvp'ov 
faav'ltiaov Xgivrov' X«^/f vptlv xetl 
figqitYi dvo Tretifrox^eiroQog ©gov hcc 
'Iriffou X^tarov irhvOvvSetyi, \<$ faav 
fhtovg xetl IV dKhvikovg. 

Tetvret neetvrct 6 fityag ^nfitov^yog 
xat hcrTOTYi$ rav oiwoivrZv h eipyvfi 
xetl Oftovotcf. W£<xTiTdi%fi» eheti, evsg- 
ysrav rel ireiitrot, viFt^ixv^itrvag h 
faetg rovg Tr^off^re^evyorag rolgolxng- 
fcoig etvrov, hoi rov xvtfov fault 'Iviaov 

X^/ffTOV. 

Ketl fast$ oinf hot Sihfaotrog eevrov 
h X^tarr^ 'Ijjtrov xXijSeitreg, 

0/ oiv6aro\oi fah ivotyytkl&woiv 
einco rov xvtfov'lwov Xyarrov,' lyjaovg 
6 Xgtarog aiwo rov ©gov. ' E%eir§fA(p$Yi 
o Xgivrog ov» kvo rov ©gov, xetl ol 
eiicoaro'h.oi divb rov Xgtarov' kykvovro 
ovv dfAQoregob evrccxrag ex Sthfaoirog 
©gov. 

H ov%l hot, Qeou txo/ueu, xetl hot, 
Xgtorou; xetl hv vrnfact rov yjk^rog 
to Ux,v6iv e<p* fa&g, xetl fuot xkfote 
hv Xgtarqi; 

Aiol rqv ciyeiirijv w %*%*» *Qog fa&g, 
ro utficet etvrov sbuxsv virig faav 6 
Xyorog 6 xvp'og fa an, h Sekfaotrt 
©gov* 

Ovro£ 6 fietxet^ifff4>bg eyfaero M 
rovg exfat.syfASvovg vwo rov ©gov, }>iol 
Iwov X^tarov rov xvglov faav. 

'O Treiurivo'TFrYig Q>ibg 9 xetl foairorvig 
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the master of spirits, and the Lord ray irv$v/u,ctT6>v xctl xv^iog wAong 

of all flesh, who hath chosen our aotgxog, 6 iKh%%*(twog roy xvqiou ' In- 

Lord Jesus Christ, and us thro* him. oovv X^taroy, xctl iifA&g oV avrov. 

Sect. 59.—- The favour of our H #«£/? rov xv^iov i}ftau 'Irpov 

Lord Jesus Christ be with you, and Xgurrov psSt uftvy, xctl perd irayroy 

with all those who have been every itctvrctxvi r ** y Mx&*ifAwa» viro rov 

where called by God, through him 0co£, xctl oV ctvrov' oV ov ctvr$ I6%ct, 

(Jesus) : through whom (Jesus), to rjftjj, xgaro?, xctl fAeyctXaHrvyy], Sgouog 

Him (God) be glory, honour, power, ettayiog, diro ray ctiuvav y tig rovg 

and majesty, an everlasting throne, ctfavctg ray cttuwv. Aftqv. 
from eternity to eternity. Amen.* 

POLYCAEP, A. D. 108. 

This father had been the disciple of St John, and was appointed by him 
bishop of the church of Smyrna. From the opportunity which he had of 
conversing with some of the immediate followers of our Saviour, his testi- 
mony concerning the faith of Christian antiquity should be esteemed of 
great value ; but as he wrote little, I can produce only a few passages 
illustrative of bis doctrine. They are taken from his epistle to the church 
of Philippi, the only work of his now remaining. It will be seen, that they 
are of the same nature with the quotations from Clement, plainly distin- 
guishing Jesus Christ from the God and Father, who selected him for his 
messenger. The epistle to the Philippians commences thus : 

Polycarp, and the elders with him, UoXuxd^og, xctl 0/ ovv ctvru> wpff- 
to the church of God, which sojourn- Gvregoi, rfi txx'Xqaiec rov ®eov rvi 
eth at Philippi; mercy and peace wx(>otxov<rfi QtikiTriroig' IXeoV vfity, 
be multiplied unto you from God xctl eiftqvvi itu^d Qtov w»yrox^eiro^og 9 
Almighty, and the Lord Jesus xctl Kvtfov'lnaov X^iorov rov aarijgog 
Christ, our Saviour. qpZv srX»j5W0f/*j. 

Sect. 2.— -Believing in Him, who HiartvaoLyrtg tig toy iyeiguvTct roy 
raised our Lord Jesus Christ from xv^lov qftay * Iwovv Xgnrroy Ik vix^ay* 
the dead, and gave him glory, and xctl lovrct etvrp lofcctv, xctl Sopvoy Ik 
a seat at His right hand. h%iay ctvrov' 

Sect. 3.— Hope following, love ''E.nuKO'KovSovoing rvjg thwibogy irfoet- 
preceding, viz., love to God, to yovcrig r^g dyetirqg, rqg *ig 0s6y, kolI 
Christ, and to our neighbour. Xqio-tou, xctl Hg rov irKiotov. 

Sect. 5. — Likewise the deacons, ' 0(Aolag\iatKoyoi d^k^ieroi Ketrtva- 
that they be blameless before him in mov ctvrov rijg faxetioovyijg, ag ©sou 



* Photius, a zealous Trinitarian, after the council of Nice, censured the Epistle 
of Clement for three things, the last of which was, that, " speaking of our high-priest 
and master, Jesus Christ, he did not make use of expressions sufficiently lofty and 
becoming VGod, though he no where openly blasphemes him." Priestley's Hist. 
Opinions, vol. i. p. 97. 
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righteousness, as the servants of xctl X^tarcv haxovot, noil ovx dvfya- 

God, and of Christ, and not of men. near 

We ought, therefore, to abstain Aio ofoir dirtxfaSott diro ie&»ru» 

from all these (sins), and to be sub- rovruv, vxoTouraofthovg nits «*£«*€£• 

ject to the presbyters and deacons, rego/f xotl ItotKosroig, ag 0e$ xotl 

as to God, and to Christ. Xgwr?' 

Sect. 12. The Goo and Father Deus *autem et Pater Domini 

of our Lord Jesus Christ, and the Jesu Christi ; et ipse sempiternus 

perpetual high-priest himself, the Pontifex, Dei Filius, Christus Je- 

Son of God, Christ Jesus, build you sus, aedificet vos in fide et veritate, 

up in faith, and truth, and in all et in omni mansuetudine, &c. ; et 

meekness, &c. ; and grant to you det vobis sortem et partem inter 

a lot and portion among his saints, sanctos suos, et nobis vobiscum, et 

and to us with you, and to all who, omnibus qui sunt sub ccdo, qui cre- 

under heaven, shall believe in our dituri sunt in Dominion nostrum, 

Lord Jesus Christ, and in his Fa- Jesum Christum, et in ipsius Patrem, 

ther, who raised him from the dead, qui resuscitavit eum a mortuis. 

II. SECOND, OR SEMI-TRINITARIAN PERIOD. 

Most of the quotations which I shall produce under this head, I first 
found in Dr Priestley's History of Early Opinions concerning Christ; 
and it was my wish, on seeing them, to have procured the original writings 
from which they had been taken, with a view to revising the passages for 
confirmation or correction. But having again met with them, and with 
several more in Dr Samuel Clarke's Scripture Doctrine of the Trinity, 
I was sufficiently convinced, after a careful comparison, that they were 
accurate transcriptions, precluding the necessity of immediate revisal, 
They are here brought forward to show what were the opinions of the 
fathers of the latter part of the second century, and of the whole of the 
third century, and of the beginning of the fourth, concerning God and 
Christ. It will appear from them, that our Saviour was believed, in those 
ages, to have existed before his incarnation, and that he was esteemed a 
divine being, or deity ; but inferior to God the Father, as is confessed in 
the most unambiguous manner. Similarly, other passages might be added 
concerning the Holy Spirit, f showing him also to have been reckoned 
below the Father, and sometimes below the Son. J But I think it proper, 
on account of the greater importance that has been attached to the Son, 
in all ages, since his deification, to confine attention at present to him. 



* This quotation is from the Latin version, the Greek copy being wanting towards 
the end. 

t In one of the passages from Origen, notice is taken of the Spirit along with the 
Son. 

% Dr Priestley's Hist, of Opinions, vol. ii. pp. 270, et scq. 
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JUSTIN MAETYB, A. D. 140. 

He was a satire of Palestine, originally a heathen philosopher, and 
converted to Christianity about the year 133. His principal works are 
two Apologies for the Christians, and a Dialogue with Trypho, a Jew. 
After a life of great piety and virtue, he suffered martyrdom. According 
to Mr Lindsey* and Dr Priestley, t he is the earliest author in whose 
writings any trace of the doctrine of Christ's deity is to be found. It was 
his opinion that Christ was a God, inferior to the Father, and that he 
appeared as such, on earth, several times before his incarnation. 

He says: Neither Abraham, nor Ovrt ov» 'ACgjuip, ovrs 'lauux, 
Isaac, nor Jacob, nor any man ever ovrt ' I«xa€, ovrt A'KKos Av^nrav 
saw the Father, and Ineffable . sftc to* x*rt£* xul fyfarov xv^lov 
Loan of all, even of Christ himself; rwt ituptuv Airbus, **l uvrov rov 
but (they saw) him, who by his will XfurTov, AXk ixiivov to* xurdfiovXqv 
was? God, Am Son, and an angel rip exetvov xul Ssov ourd, vlov uvrov, 
(or messenger), from his being sub- xul Ayythov %x rov virn^ruv rvi 
servient to his will, who, at his ywpfi uvrov, o» xul dripnrov ytvvvt- 
pleasure, was made a man from the &jj»«/ hu rijs irufovov flefiovTiqrui, 
virgin, who also, on one occasion, $s xul *v£ iron ytyovt rfj irgos Maaeu 
appeared in the form of fire, con- opfhtq rvi uieo r%s fiurov. Dial, 
versing with Moses, from the bush, cum Tryphonte, p. 411. 

Speaking of the God in heaven, and the God upon earth, viz., Christ, 
who conversed with Abraham and others, Justin Martyr says : 

The former is the Lord of that *Og [tv ro?s ovguuolg virugxavj xul 
Lord who was upon earth, being his rov ticl yjjs xvqIov xvglos iarlv, as 
Father, and God, the Cause of his -rccrfy xul ©g©V> utrtoq re uvra rov 
existence, and of his being power- that, xxl o^vvura, xul xvtfip, xul &p. 
ful, and Lord, and^God. Dial. p. 413. 

While this writer believed that Christ made all things in an inferior 
sense, there was a higher sense, in which the phrase, Maker of all things, 
was thought by him to be applicable to the Father only. 

I will endeavour to show, that he Hu^uaofAut irthut vfiu; on ovrog *s 
who appeared to Abraham, Jacob, 4 ri rp 'Afyuup, xul ry'IuxAQ, xul ( 

and Moses, and who is called God ra Mmu &Q$ut "ktyofitvos, xul 
lin scripture, is different from ''the yeyQUftptivos &tos, ers^os hrl rov rot 
God who made all things ; nwneri- vuvru votwuvros ©eoir oLybfia 
\catty different, but the same in will, x*y« ctXTi ol rvi yvupy. 'Ovlitt yd? 
For I say, that he never did any Qvifil uvrov ipsirguxeyui iron # uitsq 
thing but what that God, who made uvrog o to* xwrftov iroifous, virig ou 



* Second Address to the Youth of both Universities, Introduc. p. xx. ; and p. 150. 
f Hist, of Corruptions of Christianity in Works, vol. v. p. 37. Early Opinions, 
vol. ii. p. 53. 
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all things, and above whom there 
is no God, willed that he should do 
and say. 

I will endeavour to convince you, 
that there is another who is called 
God, and Lord, besides Him that 
made all THiNos, who is also called 
an angel (or messenger), from his 
delivering to man, whatever he who 
is the Maker of all things, and 
above whom there is no other God, 
wills that he should deliver. 

ULENiEUS, A. D. 178. 

This father was the disciple of Folycarp, and afterwards made bishop 
of Lyons, in Gaul. He has always been esteemed, on account of his 
learning and piety, an ornament of the Christian religion. 

He says : Our Lord himself, the Dominus ipse, Filius Dei, ipsum 
Son of God, acknowledged that the judicii diem concessit scire solum 



efahog ovk tort Seog, /3*£oi»AiJT*/, xal 
T£a£cci xal ip.tkip*L Dial. p. 252. 

*A Tdya Tttgaaofteu Vfc&s vturtu, 
vono<tvTcc$ roig y^a,<pag, Zri tori xmI 
"Ktykreti Seog xmI xv^iog l-rego;, £«?( 
to* cro/ijT>jv ray oka*, 6g xcu AyytXog 
xahUTHiy W ro AyyOJiU* roig &p- 
dowxotg ovaTTSQ fSovTi&rai etvrolg dy- 
yii'hou a ruv oKa» TOtrjTfjg, vvt^ o* 
oiXhog Stog ovx ton. Dial. p. 249. 



Father only knew the day of judg- 
ment; declaring expressly, that of 
that day and hour knoweth no man, 
neither the Son, but the Father 
only. Now if the Son himself was 
not ashamed to leave the knowledge 
of that day to the Father, but 
declared the truth, neither ought we 
to be ashamed to leave to God such 
questions as are too high for us. 

And in continuation of the same subject, he says : 

Since our Lord is the only Quoniam cum solus veraxmagister 
teacher of truth, we should learn of est dominus, ut discamus per ipsum, 
him, that the Father is above all : super omnia esse Patrem : Etenim 



Patrem ; manifesto dicens, De die 
autem ilia et hora nemo scit, neque 
Filius, nisi Pater solus. Si igitur 
scientiam diei illius, filius non eru- 
buit referre ad Patrem, sed dixit 
quod verum est ; neque nos erube- 
scimus, quae sunt in quaestionibus 
majora secundum nos reservare Deo. 



for the Father, saith be, is greater 
than I. The Father, therefore, is 
by our Lord declared to be superior 
even in knowledge, to this end, that 
we, while we continue in this world, 
may learn to confess God only to 
have perfect knowledge, and resign 
such (difficult) questions to him. 

We hold fast the rule of truth, 
which is, that there is One God Al- 
mighty, who created all things, 



Pater, ait, major me est. Et secun- 
dum agnitionem itaque propositus 
esse Pater annunciatus est a Domino 
nostro, ad hoc ut et nos, in quantum 
in figura hujus mundi sumus, per- 
fectam scientiam, et tales qusestiones 
concedamus Deo. Lib. ii. cap. 48 
et49. 

Cum teneamus autem nos regulam 
veritatis, id est, quia sit Unus Deus 
Omnipotens, qui omnia condidit per 
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through his Word. This is the 
Father of our Lord Jesus Christ. 

This Goo is the Father of our 
Lord Jesus Christ, and of Him it is 
that Paul declared, There is One 
God, even the Father, who is above 
all, and through all, and in us all. 

We believe in One God, the 
Maker of heaven and earth, and of 
all things therein, through Jesus 
Christ, the Son of God. 



Verbumsuum. Hie Pater doraini 

nostri Jesu Christi. Lib. i. cap. 19. 

Hie Deus est Pater Domini nostri 
Jesu Christi, et de hoc Paulus 
Apostolus dixit, unus Deus Pater, 
qui super omnes, et per omnia, et in 
omnibus nobis. Lib. ii. cap. 2. 

In unum Deum credentes, fabri- 
catorem cceli et terras, et omnium 
quae in lis sunt, per Christum Jesum 



Dei filium. Lib. iii. cap. 4. 

CLEMENT OF ALEXANDRIA, A. D. 194. 

He presided over the Christian catechetical school in Alexandria, and 
has the title of presbyter given to him by several of the ancients. 

He says : Be thou initiated, and E/ fiototi, xed av ptvov, xect %o%iv- 



join the chorus with the angels, about 
Him who is the un begotten, and im- 
mortal, the only true Gon ; God the 
Word accompanying us in our songs 
of praise. This perpetual Jesus, the 
one great High Priest of the One 
God, who is also his Father, prays 
for men, and encourages men. 

Our Lord taught, that God the 
Father only is supreme over all, 
whom none knew but the Son. 

The Mediator performs the will 
of the Father; The Word is the 
Mediator, being common to both, 
the Son of God and the Saviour of 
'men. Of the one (viz. God) he is 
the servant, but our instructor. 



vug fAir oiyytkuv d/x$l rov dysvun- 
to* xocl dvuXtOgott xttX fAovov ovras 
Giov f avfVfd/ovurog ijfclv rov Stov 
*6yov. 'Ai'foog ovrog 'iwws tl$ 6 
pi yets d(>xtegtvs Qtov re hog rov 
oevrov kocI isruT^og, twig dLvfyairav 
ivxtTctt, xocl dLufyairois lyxi'Kivkrtti. 
Ad. Gentes. p. 74. 

"On Oeogxocl vetrn^ eh x&l /uovog o 
^ret»roKQ»raQ, ov otfoetg iym u f&ii o 
vi6$. Strom. 7. 

Koil TO §i7^Y)ftOL TO? fl-*T£0£ 6 (tSUl- 

rns ixrsku. f&£<riTvis yei,Q 6 7i6yo$ 9 6 
xoivog dfc(po7v. <s>eov fciv viog> caring 
It du^Qwrav. Kctl rov f&h foaxovog, 
qf&av & Trocihayuyog. Paedag. Lib. 
iii. cap. 1. 



\^ 



i 



tertullian, a. d. 200. 

He was born at Carthage, and was a presbyter of the church in that 
city. He was skilled in various kinds of learning, and wrote with con- 
siderable ability. This writer has ascribed very high power to Jesus 
Christ as the Son of God ; but with the express caution, that it was of a 
delegated nature, having been given to him as the instrument of the Al- 
mighty Father's will. And to make this sufficiently clear, he represents 
the authority of Christ as similar to that of the angels, in so far as he, like 
them, holds a share in the Divine Monarchy, without dividing it any more 
than they do when they execute authority at the command of God. Ad. 
Praxeam. Sect. 3. p. 502. In continuation of this view he says : 

But I, who derive the Son from Caeterum, qui Filium non aliunde 
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no other original than the substance 
of the Father, supposing him to do 
nothing but by the will of the Fa- 
ther, and to have received all his 
power from the Father, how is it 
that I destroy the belief of the (di- 
vine) Monarchy which I preserve in 
the Son, being delivered by the Fa- 
ther to him (or in so far as it has been delivered by the Father to him). 
Of course Tertullian could only have been speaking of what he consi- 
dered to be Christ's highest state of existence in the above passage, as 
well as in the following, in which the delegated nature of Christ's authority 
is stated with equal distinctness. 



deduco, sed de substantia Patris, 
nihil facientem sine Patris voluntate, 
omnem a Patre consecutum potesta- 
tem, quomodo possum de fide de- 
struere monarchiam, quam a Patre 
Filio traditam in Filio servo. Ad. 
Praxeam. Sect 3. p. 502. 



He says: The Son always ap- 
peared, and the Son always acted, 
by the authority and will of the 
Father; because the Son can do 
nothing of himself, but what he seeth 
the Father do. 



r Filius visus est semper, et Filius 
operatus est semper, ex auctoritate 
Patris et voluntate ; quia Filius nihil 
a semetipso potest facere, nisi viderit 
Patrem facientem. AaVerfcis Prax- 
eam, sect 15. 



Referring to John x. 30, ' I and my Father are one? he thus explains 
this verse, in conformity with his view of Christ's subordination. 



He (Christ) says ' one] using a 
neuter term, which does not convey 
the idea of singleness (of person or 
of being) but of unison, likeness, 
conjunction, the love of the Father 
to the Son, and the obedience of the 
Son to the Father's will. 



Unum dioit, neutrali verbo, quod 
non pertinet ad singularitatem, sed 
ad unitatem, ad similitudinem, ad 
conjunctionem, ad dilectionem Pa- 
tris, qui Filium diligit, et ad obse- 
quium Filii, qui voluntati Patris 
obsequitur. Ad. Prax. sect 22. 



Tertullian'8 conviction of the sole supremacy of the Father Almighty 
is properly shown in his application of the term God to him only, when 
the Son should at any time be mentioned along with him ; the Son merely 
receiving the title of Lord, which is an inferior appellation. 



He says : I do not absolutely 
say, that there are Gods and Lords, 
but I follow the apostle ;* and if the 
Father and the Son are to be 
named together, I call the Father 
;6od, and Jesus Christ Lord ; though 
I can call Christ God when speaking 
of himself alone. 



Itaque deos omnino non dicam, 
nee dominos ; sed apostolum sequar, 
ut si pariter nominandi fuerint Pater 
et Filius, Deum Patrem appellem, 
et Jesum Christum Dominum nomi- 
nem. Solum autem Christum potero 
Deum dicere, &c. Ad. Prax. sect. 
13. p. 507. 



* 1 Cor. viii. 6. But to us there is but One God, the Father, of (or from) whom 
are all things, and we in htm; and One Lord for Master), Jesus Christ, by whom 
are all things, and we by him. 
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. ORIGEN, A. D. 230. 

He was a native of Egypt, and, like Clement, presided over the cate- 
chetical school in Alexandria. He was one of the most distinguished 
theologians of his age, whose writings have had no small reputation and 
influence. 



He says: We maintain, that the 
Saviour and the Holy Spirit are 
as much, or even more excelled by 
the Father than he (Christ) and the 
Holy Spirit excel other things, &c; 
and he (Christ), though excelling 
such and such great things (viz., 
thrones, principalities, and powers), 
in essence, and office, and power, 



(pocfAiv tov ?«?-$£*, xaX to mvp* 
to ocyiov, VKtp'XfifAivo* rooovrov tj xuX 
xX«o> eixo rov rorgof oop vwi^xfii 
cti/TOf xmX to aylov vvivpcc raw 

'KOl'XaVy 0V TUV TVXflWQV* *AXX* 
Qfi6U$ TU» TW*VT6iV XCtl TlfclXOVTM 

V7ri^x uu *wt& **l vpoZslept .**} Ivv- 
ctftet xctl dg/oVuT/, ov evy*£ber»iKotT 9 
ovliv rf vary. Com. vol. ii. p. 2 1 8. 



and godhead, is by no means to be compared with the Father. 

We may, by this means, solve the Keel ro v67^wg (pikoStovt thmi 
doubts of many men, who profess tuxo/^tpovg rcc^otcaov %&k$&ovf*t»ovg 
great piety, and who are afraid of ov© dvecyo^svattt Stove, *. r. *. ivrtvhv 
making two gods ; for we must tell kvloScti o^Mtrai* Mxrio* yctQ aurotg 



them, that he who is God of himself, 
is The God, as even our Saviour 
affirms in his prayer to his Father, 
that they may know Thee, the Only 
True God; but that whosoever is 
God besides that self-existent per- 
son, being divine by partaking, of 
his divinity, cannot be styled The 
God, but severally A God; among 



on tots fdif cturodtog 6 0£oV ivrl, 
dVdVff xctl 6 oa.Tijg (pnoh h tjj n-goV 
Toy TtkrtQct sv%vi m hot yimoKoxji at 
rov fiottov &Kri§ivQv dlov' v&v Is notice 
to etvroSsos ftsroxfi rfc ixetvov Seo- 
tvtos SeoirotovfAivoy, ov% 6 ®eo$, 
uKha, Qeog xi/g/arggon kit Xfyorro, uw 
net* rug 6 7T^ar6roxog Troumg xrtatag, 
are vrgarog r$ W£0( ™» §ew uvott. 



whom especially is the first born of Comment, vol. ii. p. 47. 
all things (that is, Christ). 

If we would learn what prayer is, 
we must take care not to pray to any 
creature ; no, nor even to Christ 
himself, but to the Gon and Father 
of the universe alone, to whom our 
Saviour himself offered up his 



prayers. 1 



"Eeev o* otxovafiev on vors farl 
K(>ootvxfl, ftfaore ovhivi ruv ysvvriTav 
Vfioaivxriov iffrlv, ovhi ctvTcp rip 
Xg/erTw* &KhaL f&ovy tw 0£$> rav oka* 

XCtl 7T0CTQI, (f) Xal XVTOg OfftiTfjg V^OtV 

ir(ioaevx£To ug ir{6ir*ge$*f4&*. De 
Oratione, p. 48. 



I 






* Yet Origen, in another place, allows prayer to be addressed to Christ in an 
inferior sense, that is, if the supplicant can distinguish between what is prayer pro - 
perfy (which must be paid to the Father), and what is so only in a secondary light. 

He says ; We ought to send up all supplication, and prayer, and intercession, and 
thanksgiving, to the Supreme God over all, through our High Priest, who is above 
all angels, even him who is the living Word and God. Yet we may also offer up 

D 
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NOVAT1AN, A. D. 251. 

He was a presbyter of Rome, and the founder of the sect of the Nova- 
tians. This sect, however, was not distinguished by any peculiar notions 
in theology. It differed only in refusing to those who had committed 
great crimes re-admission to church communion. 

Novatian says : The rule of truth Eadem regula veritatis docet nos 
teaches us to believe, after the credere post Patrem etiam in filium 
Father, in the Son of God, the Dei, Christum Jesum dominum, 
Lord Jesus Christ, our God, yet the Deum nostrum, sed Dei filium, hujus 
Son of God, of that God who is One Dei qui et unus et solus est, conditor 
and Alone, the Maker of all scilicet rerum omnium,. Cap. ix. 
things. p. 26. 

He (Christ) although he was in the Hie ergo, quamvis esset in forma 
form of God, yet did not attempt Dei, non est rapinam arbitratus 
the robbery of being equal with God.* sequalem se Deo esse. Quamvis 
For though he knew that he was God, enim se ex Deo Patre Deum esse 
of (or from) God the Father, he meminisset, nunquam se Deo Patri 
never compared himself with God aut comparavit aut contulit ; memor 
the Father, remembering that he se esse ex suo Patre, et hoc ipsum 
was of the Father, and that the quod est, habere se, quia Pater de- 
Father gave him to be what he was. disset. Cap. xxii. p. 84. 

ARNOBIUS, A. D. 306. 

He taught rhetoric at Sicca, in Africa, and wrote several books on 
behalf of Christianity. 

He says: Then at length the Turn demum emiserit Christum, 
omnipotent and Only God sent Deus omnipotens, Deus solus. Lib. 
Christ. ii. p. 57. 



supplication, and intercession, and thanksgiving, and prayer, to the Word himself, 
if we can distinguish between that which is prayer strictly and directly, and that 
which is so figuratively and obliquely. 

Tl»tmt /A* yitf Vwpi* »m rgM-fux^* *au Unvfyt jmu lugo^r*/** ktanyjt^iw r« ix) win 0i£, 
hm, t« iri xktxtn ityyiXm Af xitgi*? , *f*ty>X w *•**« *** 3-i#u« AinrJj/tufo ii ri «3V«; r*Z Xiyw, 
xm UruJ&fuB* mSru, xeu lufcoc^fTV^ittv, xtu xpftvfyfjukS-* l\, ikt lurotfuS-* xareuuuur « rlfi 
*Z*nvxns xt>(uXt&*s xx) xmrxxtfrtms. Contra Celsum, Lib. v. 

* Doubtless Novatian alludes here to Philippians ii. 6; a verse which the common 
English Bible has not well translated. < Who being in the form of God, thought it 
not robbery to be equal with God' The verse would be rendered with greater accu- 
racy and propriety, and more in accordance with the interpretation of at least two 
other ancient authorities besides Novatian ; ' fFho, although in the form of God, 
thought it not his right to aim at a parity with God, but (oft the contrary), made 
himself of no reputation, and took upon him the form of a servant,' &&, so that he 
obtained afterwards high power and honour from God Almighty, the giver of every 
good and perfect gift. See on this verse Mr Belsham's " Calm Inquiry into the 
Scripture doctrine concerning the Person of Christ,'' pp. 133—138. 
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Christy A God, speaking by the Deus inquam Chrisfcus, Dei prin- 
order of the principal God. cipis jussione loquens. Lib. ii. p. 50. 

LACTANTIDS, A. D. 306. 

He was the disciple of Amobius, and one of the most eloquent Latin 
writers of his age. • 



He says: He (Christ) approved 
his fidelity to God; for he taught 
that there is Onb God, and that he 
only is to be worshipped. Nor did 
he ever say that he himself was God. 
For he would not have preserved his , 
allegiance, if being sent to take 
away a multiplicity of gods, and to 
preach one God, he had brought in 
another besides that one. His 
would Hot have been to be the herald 
of the Onb God, or to have been 
doing the will of him who sent him, 
but his own, separating himself from 
him whom he came to honour. 
Wherefore, because he was so faith- 



Ille vero exhibuit Deo fidem; 
docuit enim quod unus Deus sit, 
eumque solum coli opportere ; nee 
unquam seipse Deum dixit; quia 
non servasset fidem, si missus, ut 
deos tolleret, et unum assereret, in- 
duceret alium, prater unum. Hoc 
erat, non de uno Deo facere praeco- 
ninm; nee ejus, qui miserat, sed 
suum proprium negotium gerere ; ac 
se ab eo, quern illustratum venerat, 
separare. Propterea, quia tarn fide - 
lis extitit, quia sibi nihil prorsus 
assumsit, ut mandata mittentis imple- 
ret ; et sacerdotis perpetui dignita- 
tem, et regis summi honorem, et 



ful, because he assumed nothing to judicis potestatem, et Dei nomen 
himself, that he might fulfil the com- accepit. Lib. iv. Sect. 14. p. 395. 
mands of him who sent him, he received the dignity of perpetual priest, 
the honour of supreme King, the power of a judge, and the title of God. 

KUSKBIUS, A. D. 815. 

He was born at Caesarea in Palestine, and afterwards made bishop of that 
city. He was present at most of the synods held in that part of the world, 
and was celebrated both as a theologian and an ecclesiastical historian. 

He says: The only begotten Son "Ort x*l aurcs 6 povoyevns rov 
of God, and the first born of every ®iov k»1 o^aroroxo; rm tkav q *•»*- 



creature, teaches us to call his Fa- 
ther the only True God, and com- 
| mands us to worship Him (the Fa- 
ther) only. 

If this makes them apprehensive 
lest we should seem to introduce 



r,yii<r9fut Siov aXir&ij x*l (*6vo» v&uv 
y) t uh Ku^cLKikivtiait. Praeparatio.Lib. 
vii. Cap. 15. 

£/ It <p&0¥ ccvtoi; epwotii, fifan 
ctgx %vo Siovg Avotyo^tvtiu $6%cci. 



two Gods ; let them know, that UioraoM, ag 9 rov viov srgoj vj/xav 
though we do indeed acknowledge ofAo"Koyov(juuov 9i ov, ug &» yevoiro 



the Son to be^God, yet there is (ab 
solutely) but one God ; even he who 
alone is without original, and unbe- 
gotten, who has his divinity properly 
of himself, and is the cause even to 



(ao»o$ ©so;, SKthog o fcovog &»at£x°» 
xetl oLywvYiros, 6 rov Mrinra oUttetv 
x,ix.TV)p,t¥os, ctviq re t£ v'iq rov stttoct 
k*\ rov roiph itvott ysye»A$ utrto? 
o7 ou kocI eti/ros o* viog ofiohoyu $», 
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'the Son himself both of his being, 
and of his being such as he is ; by 
whom the Son himself confesses that 
he lives : declaring expressly, I lire 
by the Father. Whom the Son 
himself teaches us to look upon as 
the only true God, and declares to 



ttonxQ&s >*y»» — *tfy** £* W 

TW TckrtQH — Qp Xul ftOUOM dX*H 

Sim* @tov qyttoSett ' iiftctg [o vlog] 
^ihettrxu, ftei^ov* rt uvou ietvrov .6fto- 

"hoyu, o* xctl Steo* tfocti ietvrov 

vrctvrctg bp&e gfhtvett (SovXtTctt* De 
Eccles. Theol. Lib. i. Cap. 11. 



be greater than himself, whom he also would have us all understand to 
[be even his God. 

ATHANASIUS, A. D. 326. 

" This man, who succeeded Alexander as bishop of Alexandria, has 
already (chap. I.), been noticed. He was the leader of a party, whose 
doctrine approached nearer to completed Trinitarianism than that of 
any other before or during his time ; and his zeal for his opinions, and 
labour on their behalf, were unremitting. Yet even he makes a considerable 
difference between the Son of God and the Father. I shall conclude 
these extracts with the following quotations from his writings. 

He says: God the Maker and *0/S6*j> yct% rov v&»rog Irifctov^yog 
Governor of ail things, who is far xttl Kctf&ctaikivg ©soV, 6 vrtpxthct 
above all being, and all that the irotoijg ovatctg xctl ch»6(WTtinng ivbotctg 



mind of man can conceive, as being 
good and excellent above all things, 
made mankind after his own image, 
by his Word, even by our Lord Je- 
sus Christ, 

For there is One God, and there 
is none other but he. And when the 
scripture saith, the Father is the 
only God, and that there is One God, 
and I am the first, and I am the last, 
these things are well spoken : For 
he is the One God, and the only One, 
and the First. And yet these things 



vTUtfcfit** * T * M dym&og xctl pxf£- 
xetXhog a», fod rov Ifoiov "h6yov 9 rov 
aurij^og bftuif Xfiarou, to mQ^wkivo* 
yhog xctr thtcty uxo»ct owo/jpef. 
Contra Gentes. 

Etg ydg &sog ten, xctl ovx Unv 
ctKKog vTi^M ctvrov' ort yovv ftoyog 
"Ktytrctt 6 xctri{ ®«©V, xctl ort tig Otoe 
sart, Tf To'Ey<w ngurog xetl lya ftsrd 
Tcturct, xcthag "hiytrctt. Efc yd% 
0£oV xctl Mokog rt Ugarog ears*. Ovx 
tig ctpcti^tvty & rov viov Xsyerctt' ftjj 
yivoiro. "Eart y*£ xctl ctvrog iy rqi 



do not destroy the divinity of the w Ew xctl U^ar^ xctl Moyp, ig rov 
Son; for he also is in that One, "Euog xctl Movov xctl JJ^arov xctl 
and First, and only One, as being povog "koyog rt aoQiot, xctl dvetvyctoftet 
the only Word, and Wisdom, and £»*. Orat in. Contra Arianos. 
Effulgence of him, who is the One, and the Only One, and the First. 
He whom we worship and preach, To* **( qftav ^ovxvyovfttyoy xctl 



is the only true God, the Lord of 
all creatures, and the author of all 
being ; and who else is that, but the 
most holy Father of Christ, even 
he who is above all derivative being ? 



xy)£VTT6 l ue»ov, rotroy ftoyoy that @«dv 
aXTjdq, roy xctl rqg xritrtag xvtfoy, xal 
Kctaijg vKoorouTtag hyfttovgyov. Tig & 
ovrog, *A*' q 6 Tret yety tog re virtge- 
xiivct xcteyg ysyijntig ovatctg 6 rov 
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who, as an excellent governor, gov- X^turov voir^; ocng **&**${ cL^is* 
eras and preserves every thing every roc xvCf gj>nrjf , t»j thief. voQt'tf kmI t$ 
where, and disposes and does every fhup Ao'yp t£ xvqty qpau * lytov 
thing after his own pleasure, by his X^tar$ r£ v»»r*%ov xvGigua vartf 
own Wisdom, and his own Word, yog k*1 houcwrffiu, xmI worn, as *>» 
even by our Lord Jesus Christ* *ury x*x«? l%uv I6xy. Id. ibid. 

The numerous passages which I have quoted, and the many similar 
which occur in the writings of the fathers of the second and third centuries, 
cannot, it may be thought, have been unobserved by the Trinitarian 
student of antiquity. How, then, does he account for them ? In what 
way can he explain that so many writers, in the first ages, have left distinct 
proofs that they believed Christ (however high the place and honour they 
thought due to him), to have been still inferior to the one God, the Father 
Almighty ? The answer given by some persons is little more than an 
admission of the fact, viz., that the ancients were yet imperfect in their 
theological knowledge, perfection being reserved for a later age. Thus 
" Mr Jurieu," says Dr Jortin, " whose zeal against heresy is well known, 
assures us, that the fundamental articles of Christianity were not under- 
stood by the fathers of the three first centuries ; that the true system began 
to be modelled into some shape by the Nicene bishops, and was afterwards 
immensely improved and beautifiedby the following synods and councils."* 
To the same purpose is the confession of Bishop Bull, one of the most 
learned and strenuous defenders of Trinitarianism. He says, in way of 
apology, though indeed it is none, " that almost all the catholic writers 
before Arius' time seem not to have known any thing of the invisibility and 
immensity of the Son of God ; and that they often speak of him in such a 
manner, as if, even in respect of his divine nature, he was finite, visible, 
and circumscribed in place" f 

TH. THIRD, OB TRINITARIAN PERIOD. 

It is not necessary that I should produce many quotations from the 
writers of this period, illustrative of the state of completeness to which 
Trinitarianism at length arrived. But a few passages will be usefully 
contrasted with the preceding extracts. The following evidence will show 



* Jurieu, as quoted by Dr Jortin, vol. ii. p. 29. 

+ Bishop Bull, as quoted in Ben Mordecai's Apology, letter i. p. 30. Dr 
Jamiesoil of Edinburgh wrote two volumes, entitled " A Vindication of the Deity 
of Christ, in reply to Dr Priestley's History of Early Opinions," but no notice has 
been taken in those volumes of a very important chapter in Dr Priestley's work, viz., 
chap. iv. of* book ii. wherein so many proofs are given of the faith of antiquity 
concerning the inferiority of Christ to God the Father. I must suppose, from this 
omission, that Dr Jamieson was convinced of his want of power to answer the strong 
evidence which Dr Priestley had arranged. 
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how much the opinions of theological writers altered towards the end of 
the fourth century and afterwards. Whereas, formerly, it had been the 
uniform custom to call the Father the only true God, it became now 
fashionable to say that the Trinity was the one God.* Thus Austin, 
speaking of the immensity of the divine nature, says : 

So is the Father, so is the Son, Ita Pater, ita Filius, ita Spiritus 
so is the Holy Spirit, so is the sanctus, ita Trinitas, unus Deus. 
Trinity, one God. Opera, vol. ii. p. 274. 

And explaining the saying of our Saviour, " There is none good but 
one, that is God," he thus writes : 



It is not said, that there is none 
good but the Father, but there is none 
good but God. By the term Father 
is meant the Father, but by the term 
God is meant the Father, Son, and 
Holt Spirit; for the Trinity is 
the One God. 

In another place he says: The 
Trinity is one, and of the same 
nature, not less in each than in all, 
nor greater in all than in each ; as 
great in the Father only, or in the 
Son only, as in the Father and the 
Son together ; and as great in the 
Holy Spirit alone, as in the Father, 
Son, and Holy Spirit. 



Non ait nemo bonus nisi solus 
Pater, sed nemo bonus nisi solus 
Deus ; in patris enim nomine, ipse 
per se Pater pronunciatur, in Dei 
vero et ipse, et Filius, et Spiritus 
sanctus, quia Trinitas unus Deus. 
De Trinitate, Lib. v. Cap. 8. 

Haec Trinitas una est ejusdem- 
que naturae atque substantias, non 
minor in singulis, quam in omnibus : 
nee major in omnibus, quam in sin- 
gulis, sed tanta in solo Patre vel in 
solo Filio, quanta in Patre simul et 
Filio, et tanta in solo Spiritu sancto, 
quanta simul in Patre et Filio et 
Spiritu sancto. Op. vol. ii. p. 319. 



Similar language to this is made use of by various other writers of the 
fourth and fifth centuries. 



The Son, says Basil, is all that 
the Father is. 

By maintaining, says Gregory 
Nazianzen, any of the three per- 
sons to be inferior to the other, 
we overturn the whole (Trinity). 

Jerome says, That since Christ is 
the power of God, and the wisdom 
of God, he contains all the Father's 
perfections. 



Uuvret av wot sorh 6 iruryg. De 
Fide. Opera, vol. i. p. 430. 

Kaci 6,ri 8t,v tZv Tricot x&ru Supiv, 
to noLv xa&aigei* uopi£ofie». Or. 20. 
Opera, p. 338. 

Cum enim Christus Dei virtus sit r 
Deique sapientia, omnes in se vir- 
tutes continet Patris. In Esaiara, 
Lib. 12. Op. vol. iv. p. 140. 



Chrysostom prefers the Father to the Son, only because he precedes 
him in the order of thought. 

I name the Father first, not be- Myo Tlart^a neuron, ov rri ra%u 



* Priestley's Hist, of Early Opinions, vol. ii. p. 339. 
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cause he holds a priority in rank, 9rgaroj>, d'Khoi tjj ivvoitfa ixulfi ytv- 
but only in thought, being the parent yqrag rov povoywovg, tTretlvj q fig* 
of the only begotten ; the root of rov etytov xagxov. Opera, vol. vi. 
the holy fruit. p. 34. 

There is no difference, says The- A. Ottx Urtv ovv otet^o^eL ITaTgof 
odoret, between the Father, the xm\ Tlov, xoil oLyiov Hvtvpotros; O. 
Son, and the Spirit, either in nature *E» rji Quasi ov % iv r$ di^ipetrt ov- h 
or in will, but only in generating, r£ ytvvo^v xct\ ywvotoScti, x»l Ixvip- 
and being generated, in emitting, xuv, xxl eKirogivtcSxi, uxi. Dial, 
and proceeding. sidv. Anonueos. Opera, vol. v. p. 275. 

If any one, says Pope Damasus, £/ rtg pi tfafi rov Tlxr^og, xctl 
does not say, that the Father, Son, rov Tiov,'Kotl rov ciyiov TLinvpetros, 
and Spirit, have one Godhead, fit ecu Ssomret, 6%ovot*» 9 ImxotsUv 
power, dominion, glory, and autho- piotv, &>£«*, xvglorvirat piety, (Sct- 
rity, one kingdom, one will, and one oihiictv piety, Sihviaiu, xai ahr$u*», 
truth, let him be anathema. AvaSvipot \<rr&. Theodoreti Hist. 

lib. 5. p. 211.* 

The distinct and bold tone of these passages sufficiently indicates the 
degree of perfection to which the doctrine of three divine persons in the 
Godhead ultimately arrived. The reader, after what I have written in 
this and the preceding chapter, will be prepared to judge, whether it was 
not after the lapse of several centuries, and by a gradual change of 
opinion, that Trinitarianism was completed. 



CHAPTER III. 

Of the opposition which was made, at different times, to the introduction 
and spread of Trinitarianism. 

It will naturally be supposed, that so important a change as has been 
pointed out could not have taken place without meeting with resistance 
from many, if not the mass, of the people. Yet the proof which we have 
of such resistance is not so full as were to be wished, because the works 
of those men who were called upon to defend the strict unity of God in 
the early centuries have been lost, or purposely destroyed by their oppo- 
nents. Still we can collect evidence, even from the writings of those 
opponents, to show, that the progress from Unitarianism to Trinitarianism 
was a work of labour, difficulty, and contention. 

* See Dr. Priestley's Hist of Early Opinions, vol. ii. book. ii. chap. x. sect. i. 
p. 339, et seq. 
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The doctrine of the pre-existence and deity of Jesus Christ was proba- 
bly not very old in the time of Justin Martyr, an author whom I have 
already stated (p. 21) to have been considered, by Mr Lindsey and Dr 
Priestley, as tl^e earliest writer in whose works any trace of it is to be 
found. That this father was aware of the difficulty of his position, as the » 
advocate of a new and contested opinion, when he taught Christ's Deity, 
will be evident from the following passage, which occurs in his dialogue 
with the jew Trypho. 



He says, speaking of our Saviour : 
It will not follow that he is not the 
Christ, though I should not be able 
to prove that he pre-existed as God, 
the Son of him that made all things, 
and that he became a man by the 
Virgin. It being altogether certain, 
that he is the Christ of God, who- 
ever he was, though I should not 
prove that he pre-existed, becoming 
(afterwards) a man of like passions 
with ourselves, having flesh, accor- 
ding to the Father's will ; it will be 
right to say, that in this only I have 
been mistaken, and not that he is 
not the Christ, though he should 
appear to be a man, born of men. 
For there are those of our race who 
acknowledge him to be Christ, but 
say that he was a man, born of men. 
With these I do not agree, nor 
should I do so, though ever so 
many holding this opinion should 
urge it on me ; because we are com- 
manded by Christ himself not to 

OBEY THE TEACHINGS OF MEN, but 

what was taught by the holy prophets 
and himself. 



OvK UKOKhWOLl TO rOtOVTOV ilVKl 
XflffTOV TOV QiOV tCCU CC7r6fot%Xl /XVJ 

IvvafAoti or/ Kctl T^ovTnn^v, vlog rot/ 
notyrov rav oXaw §i6g uv, kolI yiyfoq- 
rett aLvfyanoe foel rqg iroifievov. * AXXdl 
\k ncttvrog dTohuJcvvficeuov on ovrog 
torlv o H^lvrog o rov Qeov, oang ovrog 
IffTcu, f«* &e pi) d'xohitxvva ort 
srgowmgxt Kotl yeiHunSquet/ dufyctirog 
opoloiretOng h(^»t ffeigxet $XP V * **rel 
riju rov Hdirgog /3o«5x»jv, VKs/xet'vsi/, 
iv rovra iavKai,v^itti fie fiovov "ktyuv 
foxettov, tiXhei [ty ccgvuaSett on ovrog 
earlu 6 TLgiarog, low <p*iv7irett ag elv- 
Qqavog e% xufywruv yivvySelg, koX 
ixfooyy yiifOfchog tig rov Xqiarov ttveu 
U7ro%tK»vviraii. Kal yelf> if at ring, 
a (pfaoi, thsyoVf diro rov iytiriQW 
ytvovg ofto'Koyovvrig avrov X^iarov 
iivett, ol»G(>U7rov le ig ol»6(Hnru» yivo- 
(Aivov dLn-o<p*ivofAS»oi. Qlg ov *v»r$- 
Sift*/, oith* civ ir'KuoTot retvra foot 
Q*6Zcurctvreg unottu, ivuhi ovx, cL»6qu- 
iruotg Q^ihctyfccLvt Ktxiksvo(A&* vv 
etvrov rov Xgtvrov ireJSterSou, uKhoi 
rolg hot ra» /xaxctgiav TCfpQmrav 
W£Vy£iuoi kccI $/' »vrov &$ei)fieict. 
Dial. p. 233. 



Two things are worthy of notice in this extract, as showing how much 
Justin Martyr felt the difficulty of his situation as the teacher of a new 
an£ contested doctrine. 1. He is not certain of his ability to prove his 
doctrine to the satisfaction of his opponent. It is true, indeed, that that 
opponent was not a Christian, but a Jew ; but this does not materially 
alter the case ; for Justin did not question his ability to convince the Jew, 
that Jesus was the Messiah or Christ ; after which, of course, no room 
could have been left him to doubt of satisfying him concerning Christ's 
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deity also, had it not been that he had less confidence in that doctrine, as 
one that was new, and not sufficiently established. ' It will not follow ,' 
says he, ' that he is not the Christ , though I should not he able to prove 
that he pre-existed as God, the Son of him that made all things y and 
that he became a man by the Virgin. It being altogether certain, that 
he is the Christ of God, whoever he was, though I should not prove 
that he pre-existed, §*c. ; it will be right to say, that in this only 
I have been mistaken, and not that he is not the Christ, though he 
should appear to be a man, born of men.' 2. The manner in which 
Justin speaks of his situation in connexion with the Unitarians of his age 
is such as can only be explained on the supposition, that these Unitarians 
were a large and powerful party ; and yet Justin did not probably refer 
to all classes of Unitarians, but to those only who did not receive the 
doctrine of Christ's miraculous conception, being a portion of the whole 
body. ' For there are those,' he continues, ' of our race, who acknow- 
ledge him to be Christ, but say that he was a man, born of men. 
With these I do not agree ; nor should I do so, though ever so many 
holding this opinion should urge it on me; because we are commanded by 
Christ himself not to obey the teachings of men, but what was taught 
by the holy prophets and himself This is the language of a man not 
very confident in the strength of his party, labouring under fear from his 
opponents, and determined, therefore, to shield himself, when surrounded 
by persons of a different faith, with the reflection, that his opinions were, 
as he thought, in accordance with the instructions of Jesus Christ. 

The contest between the advocates for a Trinity of persons in the God- 
head and the mass of common Christians who opposed that scheme, appears 
to have been very keen about the end of the second century,- as will be 
evident from the following quotation from Tertullian. It is extracted 
from a controversial work, which Tertullian wrote against Fraxeas, who 
was the popular advocate for the Unity of God at that period, though his 
views were not, perhaps, altogether so simple as those of apostolical 
antiquity. * It is only necessary to be premised, for the right understand- 
ing of the passage, that the term ' monarchy,' which occurs in it, was the 
watchward of the Unitarian party, against whom Tertullian wrote ; while 
the term ' economy' was used by Tertullian and his friends to denote their 
distribution of the Godhead into three distinct persons, or, in other words, 
the doctrine of the Trinity, such as it then stood. 

The simple, says Tertullian (not Simplices enim quippe, ne dixerira 
to call them ignorant and unlearned) imprudentes et idiots, quae major 
who are always the greater part semper credentium pars est, quoniam 
of believers, since the Rule of et ipsa regula fidei a pluribus diis 



* For an account of Praxeas, see page 43. . 

K 
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faith itself transfers them from the seculi, ad unicum et Deura verum 
many gods of the heathen to the transfert; non intelligentes unicum 
One True God, not understanding quidem, sed cum sua oeeonomia esse 
that the One God is indeed to be . credendum, expavescunt ad cecono- 
believed, but with his own Economy miam. Numerum et dispositionem 
(that is, his distribution into three Trinitatis divisionem praesumunt 
persons), are startled at the Econ- Unitatis ; — Itaque duos et tres jam 
omt. They presume that the number jactitant a nobis praedicari, se vero 
and arrangement of a Trinity is a unius Dei cultores praesumunt.— — 
division of the Unity. They, there- Monarchiam, inquiunt, tenemus ; et 
fore, hold out that two and even ita sonum vocaliter exprimunt etiam 
three Gods are taught by us; assum- Latini, etiam opici, ut putes illos 
ing that they are the worshippers of tarn bene intelligere Monarchiam, 
One God. We, they say (speaking quam enunciant Sed Monarchiam 
concerning themselves), hold the sonare student Latini, o*conomiam 
Monarchy. Even the Latin clowns intelligere nolunt etiam Graeci. 
shout so loudly for the Monarchy, Adversus Praxeam, sect. 3. p. 502. 
that you would suppose that they 

understood it as well as they pronounce it. But the Latins do learn to 
shout for the Monarchy ; and even the Greeks themselves will not under- 
stand the Economy. 

It is evident from this extract that Tertullian considered the greater 
part of believers in his time to have been unwilling to receive the Trini- 
tarian faith, which he and his party were endeavouring to establish. Being 
* simple' persons, and, it may be, ' ignorant and unlearned, 7 they were 
not ready enough to accede to a foreign and inventive philosophy, which 
was the true character of Trinitarianism, as will be proved in another 
place (Chap, v.) ' We, they say, hold the Monarchy. Even the Latin 
clowns shout so loudly for the Monarchy, that you would suppose that 
they understood it as well as they pronounce it. But the Latins do learn 
to shout for the Monarchy ; and even the Greeks themselves will not 
understand the Economy. 

The importance of this testimony has occasioned attempts on the part 
of modern Trinitarians to weaken its force by explanation; but without 
success. Dr Horsley, afterwards bishop of St Asaph, gave, in his con- 
troversy with Dr Priestley, a miserable exposition (of a part of the 
passage) , which served only to show how much anxiety he felt to invalidate 
evidence which spoke strongly against his cause. This exposition is 
subjoined below.* 

* " Some simple people take alarm at the notion of a plurality of persons in the 
unity of the Godhead. Simple .people, said I ! I should have said, ignorant and 
dull, &c When it is considered that persons of mean endowments must always be 
the majority of a body, collected, as the church is, from all ranks of men, it were no 
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Not very many years elapsed from the time of Tertullian's contest with 
Praxeas till the period in which Origen flourished (about A. D. 230). Now 
this father has left positive testimony of his experience of the difficulty 
with which the doctrine of Christ's deity was promoted in his time among 
the mass of common Christians. He has informed us that the great body 
of reputed believers, in his age, knew only Christ crucified, while they 
were ignorant of him as the Word of God, who was in the beginning with 
God;* so that it became necessary to inculcate such topics as Christ's 
divinity, &c, only on those who showed symptoms of desire for lofty 
objects of belief. This will be proved by the following quotations. 

Origen says : There are who par- Ovru roiwv ol fiiv rUtg purlx/M/m 



take of the Word which was from the 
beginning, the Word that was with 
God, and the Word that was God, 
as Hosea, Isaiah, and Jeremiah, 
and any others who speak of him as 
the Word of God, &c But there 
are others who know nothing but 
Jesus Christ, and him crucified, the 
Word that was made flesh, thinking 
that they have every thing of the 
Word, when they acknowledge 
Christ according to the flesh. Such 
is the multitude of those who are 
considered to be believers. 

Again he says : The multitudes 
of reputed believers are instructed 
in the shadow of the Word, and not 
in the true Word of God, which is in 
the open heaven. 

Still further Origen says: This 
we ought to understand, that as the 
law was a shadow of good things to 
come, &c. , so is- the gospel but a 
shadow of Christ's mysteries to all 
beginners. But that which John 
calls the everlasting gospel, and 



otvrov row i» tyxy "hoyov, xxl flrgoj 
roy ®Jo* "koyov, x*l Ssov Xoyov, 
u<i'7ri(> "Hoje, xotl 'Hwefo;, recti 'Ib£*> 
pict$, KctX %i rig tTioog rotovrov ietvrov 
nctgiffTwev ug to* Xo'yo* Kvj»iov 9 i) 
ro\ Aoyojr ytvia^cti sr^oV etvro*. tregot 
o* oiftifth ifoorss €ifcrj ' Iwovv XgitTrov 
kuI rov to v forctvgoftSMf, rd* ytuo- 
ftevo* ool^ku "hoyov, to ic&w »0fu£6»T8{ 
it vail rov Xoyov Xgurrov xarx veigKot 
fiovov yivwKovai' rovro o« fori to* 
ir'KJl&os ray WTrhrsvxevait vofitfyfie- 
vuv. Comment in Johan. vol. ii. 
p. 49. 

Tafc oV ttAj^jj ruv iFsvivriVKsvut 
vofAifyfttifuy rji aKi of. rov Koyov, k»1 
oCxt t$ cthYiSivCf} Koyv ®eov iv r$ 
dptayort ov^otv^ rvy%*»o»Ti t pceifa- 
rsvereti. Ibid. vol. ii. p. 52. 

Keel rovro oV sfbsvctt £#?)}*, ot/ wnrl^ 
sart v6ftog ffxietv ncot^juy ruv ftiKKov- 
rav dyocduv, vtco rov x«r dhySeiccv 
KotrotyyiKKophov uopov ^YfKovfizvuv, 
ovra xxi ivxyyi'hiov axlxv ftvarq(>to» 
X^/Vtol" TiRiourxu, to uo/xi^ofcsvou vtt6 
Koivruv ruv \vrvy%ttvQvruv vouoScti. 



wonder if the followers of the Unitarian preachers were more numerous than they 
really are." Dr Horsle/s Tracts, ed. 1812. p. 196. 

* The ' Word of God,' mentioned in John i. 1., is here assumed by Origen, as it 
is in several other extracts in this work, to mean the pre-existent Son of God, being 
the ordinary Trinitarian interpretation. But the incorrectness of this view will be 
shown in Chapter iv. 
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which may be more properly called *Ofc <pwi» 'laawng ivetyyi'Kiov 
the spiritual, instructs the more in- aiaviov, oUuu; ocv texfrfooftsrov nvtv 
telligent very clearly concerning' the ftetTtxoit, <ra(pag Tret^ivriat rots voovat 
Son of God. Wherefore the doctrine r* Toivrot haim* ipt^l vlov rov ©gov. 
of Christ must be taught both cor- — AtoTrigctsrotyxcuoif TvevpctTtzas xotl 
poreally and spiritually; and when aaftetriKag wnorutril^uv xctl Ztcw flip 
it is necessary, we must preach the x£*jroVa^«r{xojrx4£twEU'fv«yy'fo/oj', 
corporeal gospel, saying to the car- (pot^Kovra, pribtv tthtvau role va^uxoig 
nal that we know nothing but Jksus q ' lwouu Xparov k*1 rourov faravft- 
Christ, and him crucified. But pzvov, rovrov voiijreoir tm* & e&£t~ 
when persons are found confirmed Smi xarYigriafAtvoi r$ Tmvftetn, k»1 
in the spirit, bringing forth fruit in jcctQvoQogovprts iv avr$, k^avre; rw 
it and in love with heavenly wisdom, ovytviov <ro<piet$, fttra&orso* etvroig 
we must impart to them the Word rov 7<6yov, tKetA^ovTos dno rw a- 
returned from his bodily state, to on%xMo6au, 1$ 6 $*'$» *(>X* **?*? ™ 9 
that state (of glory) in which he was &io». Ibid, vol ii. p, 9. 
in the beginning with God. 

We learn, from the first two of these extracts, the numerical importance 
of those who were strangers to the deity of Christ in the time of Origen., 
They were ' the multitude of tfiose who ' were * considered to be be- 
lievers', an3 \he multitudes of reputed believers ; ' evidently to be reck- 
oned a large amount of people. For the terms here employed, though 
incapable of giving us a precise idea of the number of persons referred 
to, are unquestionably in favour of the notion of a most extensive though 
indefinite mass. 

We ascertain, from the third quotation, the evasive scheme to which 
Origen was obliged to have recourse in instructing his scholars, in conse- 
quence of their dislike to the notion of the deity of Christ ; from which 
circumstance we derive additional proof, that this doctrine was but imper- 
fectly acknowledged at that period. ' The doctrine of Christ, 7 he says, 
* must be taught both corporeally and spiritually ; and when it is neces- 
sary, we must preach the corporeal gospel, saying to the carnal that 
we know nothing but Jesus Christ, and him crucified. But when per- 
sons are found confirmed in the Spirit, bringing forth fruit in it, and in 
love with heavenly wisdom, we must impart to them the Word returned 
from fas bodily state, to that state (of glory) in which he was in the 
beginning with God.' Some people may see no more in this method than 
an innocent accommodation to the weakness of learners, who "should be 
brought gradually from the simpler to the more sublime topics of religion- 
But, on the other hand, I think that truth, though it ought to be explained 
by degrees, does not require a studied concealment or denial, like that 
of Origen, in limiting at first his confession concerning Christ to what 
concerned his human nature, when he believed much more on the sub- 
ject of his divinity. Is not, therefore, the conduct of Origen to be attri- 
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buted to the falsity of the views which he was promoting ? Was not hi* 
plan at variance with apostolical example ? And does it not show, in 
confirmation of the evidence of the two preceding passages, that a strong 
opposition prevailed on the part of many persons in his time to that mys- 
terious and difficult system, which he and other subtle theologians were 
endeavouring to instil into the minds of their fellow-christians P 

It appears from a confession of Athanasius, that the number of oppo- 
nents to Trinitarianism was great, even so late as the beginning of the 
fourth century. The following quotation, to this effect, is taken from a 
work of Athanasius, written against Paul of Samosata, bishop of Antioch, 
who had ably promoted Unitarianism, supported by many followers, and 
attended with much reputation, between the middle and the end of the 
third century. * 

He says : It grieves those who Avvet of x.cti wit rovg d»rtxPt***ws 
stand up for the holy faith, that the rifc «y/«? vtoriag, % Tttf ro» uvtuv 
multitude, and especially persons fSkaoQnfAituf /3AaxTot/a«, rovg *-©A- 
of low understanding, should be in- fcowf /xa\nrroc rwg iihetrriifcwovg 
fectedwith these blasphemies (mean- vs^l r%y avtuatv. T«i yfy (ttyah* 
ing the Unitarian doctrines of Paul xou oWxaraAQo-rat r2u *(>ay fia.ru v 
of Samosata). Things that are sub- xiWi/ tjj v^og to* &tov 7i*ftZ*inr*i. 
lime and difficult are not to be ap- "Ofev 0/ mol rnv yuaertv ahvpetrovif 
prehended, except by fait h in God ; reg diroiriirTowTty, si py vuaSutv 
and persons who are weak in know- ifAfiivew ri? vitrei k»\ r&g weyegyovg 
ledge must fall, if they cannot be ^meretg iKTzeviaSctt. De Incarna- 
persuaded to rest in faith, and to tione Yerbi contra Paulum Samosa- 
avoid curious questions. On the tensem. Opera. Vol. i. p. 591. 
Incarnation of tfte Word; against Paul of Samosata. 

To the evidence which I have now adduced, I would add this, that 
many occasional expressions occur in the works of the polemical divines 
of the third and fourth centuries, which, in like manner with the extracts 
already given, bear witness to the existence of opposition to the doctrine 
of the deity of Christ, such as the following instances. " We may, by 
this means," says Origen, " solve the doubts of many men who profess 
great piety, and who are afraid of making two Gods," &ct " Because 
it is probable that some will be offended with our saying that, though the 
Father is declared to be the only true God, there are other Gods besides 
him partaking of his divinity. "J Novatian speaks of the Unitarians of 



* For an account of Paul of Samosata, see page 45. 
t. a. imvdu Wrihu tot**™. Comment, vol. ii. p. 47. 

X AAA' \tu llzii *t**xir^uv rtv*{ tmV ilpifMn»is t iiif fx.it eik^B-iv*u Situ rev ft*T^«( xxtyyihto* 
/MYOv *«{* hi t«» ikr t $»«* Bmv Slur *Xui*»v r*> (Mtoxy rtu &ttv yifpittti Id. Ibid. 
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his time as " scandalized at the doctrine of Christ's deity."* Eusebius, 
in his controversy with Marcellus,f says : " If this makes them apprehen- 
sive lest we should seem to introduce two Gods, let them know, that 
though we do indeed acknowledge the Son to be God, yet there is (abso- 
lutely) but one God," &c. t " Some, for fear of introducing a second 
God, make the Father and the Son the same." § " Marcellus, lot fear of 
saying that there are two Gods, denies the Son to be a separate person." || 
When we find such expressions as these occurring, and perceive a constant 
zeal in the innovating party to reconcile together the doctrine of Christ's 
deity and the belief of one God, to the satisfaction of opponents, we can- 
not doubt that a strong feeling prevailed among masses of Christians in 
favour of Unitarianism in the third and fourth centuries. And the inquir- 
ing student will discover, that this feeling continued to exist till even a 
much later period, by consulting Dr Priestley's History of Early Opinions 
concerning Christ. Vol. Hi, book iii. chap, xvi.^f 

It is remarkable, that for a long time the principal point of discussion 
between the Trinitarian party and their opponents was the alleged deity 
of Christ, without particular reference to the Holy Spirit ; notwithstanding 
that the Spirit's claims, as a necessary though subordinate part of a Tri- 
nity, were asserted in some measure, and also opposed, in the time of 



* Sed quia obluctantes adversus veritatem semper hieretici sincere traditianis, 
et catholics fidei controversiam solent trahere, scandalizati in Christum quod etiam 
Deus et per scripturas adseratur, et a nobis hoc esse credatur, &c. — Cap. 30. p. 115. 

f See page 45 for an account of Marcellus. 

% El i\ fiCto avrtt i/AKuii, fiipm «{« luo 3-Mvr etrety^wut tiifau- tWr«o-*», if, rod ultv xpt 

iifjum iffXvyevpurtu 3-ttD, its «» yitotr* pitt Bit. — De Eccles. Theol. lib. i. cap. 11. 

§ Of 2c, ?«C« rtS "bixuv divri{M> umyur&eu 3-iit, tm tturov uieu rattifm ttmi uii» i»tr&[Mtti- — 
Ibid. cap. a p. 62. 

|| 'O fJUt yi$, ill? tw pi) iv* dttwt tlm7t, «^v k^ir.vn r#y vitv n-fw/SsAAtt*, tip &n*ro*n «5i- 
T m mind.— Ibid. cap. 10. p. 69. 

IT While here referring to Dr Priestley I may state, once for all, how far I have 
been dependant on his authority in the drawing up of parts of this pamphlet I am 
indebted to Dr P. for nearly all the extracts from ancient writers which are adduced 
in this compilation; which extracts I have transcribed from the "History of Early 
Opinions," referring to those editions of the works from which Dr Priestley took 
them. But I have not employed Dr Priestley's translations always, and without 
alteration ; nor have I invariably drawn from those premises which he establishes 
equally bold conclusions. And wherever I have come to a decision, as to what view 
I should support, my judgment has been the result of a comparison of all the histori- 
cal testimonies within my reach ; of a careful attention to each of the quotations, and 
to their mutual connexion and coherence ; of an examination, in some cases, of the 
original authorities ; and of a deliberate study of the writings of Dr Priestley's princi- 
pal opponents. 
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Tertullian, as the controversy between htm and Praxeas has already 
shown. This important circumstance, viz, the comparative neglect of the 
Holy Spirit till a late period, comes very strikingly under our observa- 
tion, by means of such allusions as those which I last quoted from ancient 
writers. These bring to our view the frequent fears which were entertained 
about the introduction not so much of three Gods as of two Gods, not so 
much of a third God as of a second God, in allusion to the supposed deity 
of the Son. It is necessary, therefore, that we should come down in our 
pursuit of ecclesiastical history to the fourth century, in order to meet 
with keen and angry discussion on the question of the supreme deity of 
the Holy Spirit. 

We then find Basil grievously lamenting the resistance which he encoun- 
tered in ascribing glory to the Holy Spirit, in connexion with the Father 
and the Son. He complains of his being made the object of persecution 
on account of this, and that persons were constantly teasing him with 
questions about the Holy Spirit, not with any view to information, but 
that if his answers should not please them, they might have a handle to 
make war against him.* He represents the zeal of his opponents in a 
very strong light. " They would sooner," he says, " cut out their tongues \^> 
than utter this expression (viz. glory to the Holy Spirit). This is the ) 
cause of the most violent and interminable war with us. They say that 
glory is to be given to God in the Holy Spirit, not to the Spirit ; and they 
obstinately adhere to this language as expressive of a low opinion con- 
cerning him." + " When I was lately praying," he says in another place/ 
" with the people, and sometimes concluding with this doxology,$ to the 
Father, with the Son, and the Holy Spirit, and sometimes through the 
Son in the Holy Spirit, some who were present ofcfected that I used 
phrases^which were both new and contradictory." § He says that he was 
accused of novelty, and of being the inventor of new phrases, and that his 
opponents spared no kind of reproach because he made the Son of God 
equal to the Father, and did not separate the Spirit from the Son, || that 
is, as I suppose, in the form of praise. 

* Priestley's History of Opinions, vol. ii. p. 327. 

+ 'AAA* rk ( yXSermt «v «?•«»«-« /b«AA«i> $ rv Qonfa ravrip ftfrum* rtvri ph riv irav, w» 
«*qgvrr«» ifjuv ttai krxttUi xe\lfjt*r ixvyupr «» r* rtiufuiri, tfrt, r£ Lyta vijv ic^oKtyictv <W«- 
3dTMv t£ Bt£, tu%) &* **' <? m%ufjmrt, xtu i*8v(ACT«r* -rr,t Qanrit ravine us raxume tcv xii»- 

parts xitnx»*rm. — De Spiritu Sancto, vol. ii. cap. 25. p. 337. 
% Form of praise. 

$ TLpnuxi(4.Uu [ft *t&w furet vmi Xo#w, xm kfj^ri^tt t$» Z£»\ryi** £«jtAu{m»ti r£ 0t£ 
xeu r«r;*, *vf pit /ur» rtu vlov m r£ xttufjutn t£ «yt&, wn $1 hit, w ««u iv kyltt xttv/Mtn, 
so-iVsntJ/M rnU rSf rc;wrAW, fa&Brmt *um$ fmmg xtx,tfr6u *«>•»*•*> *«' *A*« *«•« kKkfatis 
vrtvarr/o* igwrau Ibid. d. 293. 

|| "On fur* xavps «rarXq{iVjCti» r» /*woyi »«7 *r» Ub\*yi** t xai w iiyw xitvp* f*% hiVraifUt 
kxi rtZ uV tfiv ttantftnicvs «SjC*«fe x*s xmwrifMVf xat tytvfsV*? fap*r*t $ *«* « y«{ •«** r£w 
IrtyuiifTw k*6x«\w<rn Ibid. cap. 6. pp. 301, 304. 
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Gregory Nazianzen, also, has given a similar representation of the state 
of things connected with the controversy about the Holy Spirit Speak- 
ing of his opponents he says : " They say, whoever worshipped the Spi- 
rit, either of the ancients, or of the moderns ?"* And the objection thus 
made must have had no small foundation of truth in it, if we consider what 
Philostorgius the historian has narrated concerning the introduction of the 
doxology which includes praise to the Son and to the Spirit. It would 
seem, from what he has recorded, (or I am mistaken,) that Flavianus. 
feiohop, of Antioch, first brought this form into use. " It is said," writes 
the historian, " that Flavianus of Antioch, having assembled a number of 
monks, was the first to shout out glory to the Father, and to the Son, and 
to the Holy Spirit ; but that before him, some had said, Glory fo the Fa- 
ther, through the Son, in the Holy Spirit, which was the most customary 
form ; and others, glory to the Father, in the Son, and the Holy Spirit. 9 ' f 

Thus it appears, that not till between the middle and the end of the 
fourth century was the controversy about the supreme deity of the Holy 
Spirit awakened and carried on, in consequence of some persons being 
desirous to ascribe glory to him along with the Father and the Son, while 
others as strenuously refused to join in this adoration. But the ascription 
of glory to the Holy Spirit, through persevering efforts to establish it, at 
length became general. 

It is not intended that this chapter should contain a complete account, 
describing every form of opposition to Trinitarianism in ancient times ; 
else I should be obliged to give some detail of the proceedings of the 
Arian party, from the time of Arius at the commencement of the fourth 
century. But the Arian controversy is a subject of too great extent for 
these pages, and to, besides, narrated with more or less fullness in all 
ecclesiastical histories, to which I refer. 

I choose rather to add some information concerning the principal lea- 
ders and eminent advocates of Unitarianism, who rallied this cause at 
successive periods of antiquity. A few general remarks, which I shall 
offer, will connect all of them together ; after which I shall notice them 
individually. 

I. It appears, that the great principle which was common to all of 
them, though they arose separately, and are often described in histories 
of the Church as if the founders of distinct heresies, was a lively attach- 
ment to the doctrine of the unity of God. However they may be repre- 
sented by the ordinary historians, as having invented different erroneous 



* 'AAA* nt irpnxvMjrt rS smiu/uam, Qn* 1 ' T " *l T *» ***■****> *i *«» nSf ; Or. 37. Op* p. 599. 

f "Oti Qyo-t ni *Ai>ri»%i/af 4>A«C<«m srAriAv fx*vec.%an gvntyttfettrtt srg£r* attatCrirat, &(• 
**v(i xtu imIv xm kytm mw/xmn' rSh yk$ *p mvrtS, rms fjuv, d«g« *&r{t if ui'tv it iiyiu swu/mc- 
tj, AipiiV *«m r«vrtj» ftaXkw rift i*Qrnnnt immXJ^ut* nv; 2s, &«£« r«rg* it in« «<m &yt* rttv- 
fj.*ii. Philostorgius, lib. Hi. sect. 15. p. 496. 
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hypotheses to explain, or to explain away the Trinity, it is certain that they 
had one characteristic and bond of sympathy, viz. a dislike to the division 
of the Supreme Being into persons, owing to their strong zeal for the 
Divine Unity. 

II. It appears, that if they are to be divided into classes, the two heads 
which follow will include them wholly. 

1. The class of those who, in contending for the Divine Unity, ac- 
counted for the miraculous power and the immense wisdom of Christ, by 
affirming that a portion of God's energy inspired him ; and who maintained 
likewise that the Holy Spirit was the same energy, exerted upon the 
Apostles and others. In this rank must be placed Artemon, and Theodo- 
tus, about the year A. D. 192 ; Paul of Samosata, bishop of Antioch, about 
A. D. 960 ; Marcellus, bishop of Ancyra in Galatia, about A. D. 330 ; Pho- 
tinus, bishop of Sirmium in Pannonia, about A. D. 344.* 

S. The class of those who, in asserting equally with the former the strict 
unity of God, ascribed the high power and wisdom of Jesus Christ to the 
personal presence of God within him ; and who said, that the Holy Spirit 
was another manifestation of the Divine personal presence. But, after 
all, how far could those who held this opinion have differed from the advo- 
cates for the former view ? For what is the personal presence of God in 
Christ, but the manifestation of the Divine energy in him ? And what is 
the Holy Spirit, considered as a third manifestation of the personal pre- 
sence of God, but a third exhibition of His energy ? Indeed, the defend- 
ers of these two opinions, from their similarity, have often been confounded / 
by ancient writers , though not so frequently as they have been distinguished 
from each other, which is the reason of my present classification. To the 
second rank belonged Praxeas, about A. D. 196 ; Noetus, about A. D. 230 ; 
and Sabellius, about A. D. 960. 

III. It appears, that the explanations which all of these parties, so far 
as can be known, gave of the introductory verses in St John's Gospel, 
concerning the Word which was in the beginning with God, were the same. 
These men agreed together* in denying that the Word was a Divine Intel- 
ligence, distinct from the Supreme Father. They affirmed that the Word 
was just the power, wisdom, energy, reason, and will of God, or otherwise 
God himself. So that when an abundance of divine influence was com- 
municated to Jesus Christ, or (which is not very different,) when God 
personally moved him, the Word then was made fiesk, and dwelt among 
us, according to the view of those persons. I shall show proof of this 
having been the interpretation of the ancient Unitarians in my next chap- 
ter, when I shall come to consider the object of St John's writings, in 
connexion with the allegation of Trinitarian divines on that subject. 

* These dates, and those which immediately follow, are derived from considera- 
tions stated by Dr Lardner. 

F 
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I proceed with some details concerning the early Unitarian leaders, in 
their order. 

Artemon, Theodotus, A. D. 192. It is not certain which of these two 
persons appeared first, or whether they had separate followers. But \t is 
known that they flourished contemporaneously, and that they held exactly 
the same opinion concerning Christy viz. that he was a man born of the 
Virgin Mary.* In defending this opinion, they referred both to the 
authority of the Apostles, and also to the testimony of the successors of 
the Apostles in the first and second centuries, as we learn from a work 
which was written against Artemon in his own time.f The writer of that 
work, as quoted by the historian Eusebius, thus speaks of Artemon, Theo- 
dotus, and others who were their supporters :— u They who hold this opi- 
nion, that Christ was a, mere man, extol its antiquity. For they maintain 
that all the ancients, and even the Apostles themselves, received and taught 
the same doctrines which they now defend ; and that the truth of the gos- 
pel was preserved till the time of Victor, the thirteenth bishop of Rome 
from Peter, but that from the time of his successor, Zephyrinus, the truth 
had been corrupted. " J But it must not be thought that Artemon and Theo- 
dotus said too much in this, in consequence of Justin Martyr and others 
having taught the deity of Christ at least half a century before the time of 
Victor, mentioned in this extract. For, most probably the Unitarian ad- 
vocates, by their claim on antiquity, only meant to say, that the truth of 
the gospel, in its purity, had kept the ascendancy till Victor's time, but 
that afterwards the corrupted form of it had gained ground from the time 
of Zephyrinus, so as to call for their exertions publicly to oppose its fur- 
ther progress. Theodoret, the historian, confirms this explanation by the 
following more moderate representation of Artemon's claim. " Artemon, 19 
he says, " agreed with us in acknowledging the Supreme Deity, and in 
owning Him to be the creator of the universe. But he said that our Lord 
Jesus Christ was a mere man, born of a virgin, and superior in virtue to 
the prophets. He said that this was the doctrine which the Apostles 
preached, perverting the sense of the sacred scriptures, but that some $ 



* Lardner's Works, vol. iv. p. 658, 660. 

f Ibid. vol. i. p. 486 ; Priestley's History of Opinions, vol. iii. pp. 295, 296. 

>«{ rtue fuv a-g«rt{«« hxkmK nm avrmx rmte iuntrrtktoe x*fukv#itM t» *tu ithlm,%iinu raor*, 

rf*r««J&f*«TK iuri nirpu U "Pmp% $wir*sr$r kw» 81 nH &*$♦£*« mbrmt Zifutfnv ra{«*<xa{«- 
x hu t^ fci«&i/«». Hist. lib. v. cap. 28. p. 252. 

§ Some. Lardner uses this word in his translation of the passage, in Works, vol. 
iv. p. 658. 
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(or those,*) who came after them, made a God of Christ, who was not 
Ood."f 

Artemon, Theodotus, and their followers, were accused of employing the 
syllogism in their interpretation of the Scriptures,} as if it were not a vir- 
tue but a crime to use reasoning, when engaged in the acquisition or 
declaration of religious truth. They were also charged with studying 
geometry, and with being admirers of Aristotle and Theophrastus, philo- 
sophers, and of Galen the physician,^ as if the connexion of science and 
religion was not of advantage to each other, but incompatible ; and Trini- 
tarians, as will be shown, borrowed their own system from philosophy, 
but of that kind which may be described as " science^falsely so called." 

The Unitarians of the third century were often called Artemonites and 
Theodotians by their opponents ; and the name of Artemon, especially, 
was remembered after his own time, when Paul of Samosata gave marked 
publicity to the same opinion concerning Christ. || 

Praxeas, A. D. 196. While Artemon and Theodotus were making a stir 
at Rome, Praxeas was asserting the unity of God in Africa with much 
influence and success.^ It was the vast number of those who agreed with 
htm in opinion, or with whom he agreed, that induced Tertullian to write 



* Those. This is the word in Priestley's translation, in Hist.' of Opinions, vol. 
iii. p. 299. 

■f Km "AitlfAm it «* , J* vtnt "AetifUkv ivftA^ueit, ret pit ««r» rot rSt fam &uv re^etvXfi- 
tim n/**v i&«£«ri9, «£«•» u^xms Jnm t$v *«vth *otnr%? rit it xfyf i lr,c$w Xfirrav *vd{*** Jrt 
■^ikiv, tx xe^Siftv tiytrtifMfr, vSt ft xpffatn ifWi «£|/ttw«* vmurab ll Mtu rtvs iuettrnXwe Iktyt 
mxti{vx* 9tu * **Mf**mvoi» rSt fh/vSt ?(•$£» r^r tmnteif, ttit it fur ixuvtvf 3-MX»?qr«u rh Xftr- 

ri, •** hr» e*. Hist. Fab. lib. ii. cap. 4. p. 220. 

% Lardner, vol. i. p. 487. § Ibid. 

|| Dr Lardner (vol. iv. p. 661,) has mentioned several texts of Scripture, which 
were used by Theodotus in support of his views. They are placed here to show the 
similarity, so far as it goes, between the proofs used by the ancient Unitarians and 
those of the modern. See also Priestley's Hist, of Opinions, vol. iii. p. 426, et seq. John 
viii. 40. But now ye seek to kill me, a man that hath told you the truth, which I 
have heard of God. Deut. xviii. 15. The Lord thy Ood will raise up unto thee a 
Prophet from the midst of thee, of thy brethren, like unto me ; unto him ye shall 
hearken. Isaiah liii. 3. He is despised and rejected of men, a man of sorrows, and 
acquainted with grief. Acts ii. 22. Ye men of Israel, hear these words : Jesus of 
Nazareth, a man approved of God among you by miracles, and wonders, and signs, 
which God did by him in the midst of you, as ye yourselves also know. 1 Tim. ii. 
5. For there is One Cfod, and one mediator ^between God and men, the man Christ 
Jesus. Acts vii. 56. And (Stephen) said, behold I see the heavens opened, and the 
Son of man standing on the right hand of God. Theodotus thought that the Son, of 
Man, standing at God's right hand, must have been a very different person from the 
Supreme Being at whose right hand he stood. 

1T Lardner, vol. iv. p. 677. 
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that work against him, from which an extract has been produced, showing 
the multitude of persons who then refused the Economy, or Trinity, and 
who adhered to the Monarchy, or Divine Unity* In consequence of 
Praxeas and his followers maintaining that the Deity, or Supreme Father 
of all, dwelt in the man Jesus Christ, always enabling him. to speak and 
act as he did, their adversaries thought, or feigned to think, that the Su- 
preme Father also sttffered, according to this view, in the person of our 
Saviour ; and they, therefore, gave to the Fraxeans the name of Patropas- 
sians, or persons believing that the Father suffered. But this term was 
applied to them without just reason, and they rebutted the charge which it 
expressed.* Nor is it right that this name should be continued in eccle- 
siastical histories, for it serves the purpose of deception. 

Noetus, A. D. 230. Sabellius, A. D. 260. Both these men agreed very 
much in opinion together, and with Fraxeas, their predecessor, f The 
former was of Smyrna, or of Ephesus, in Asia Minor ; % the latter was of 
Fentapolis, a province of Lybia. § They had many followers at the two 
different times in which they flourished, but more particularly Sabellius, 
whose doctrine, it is said,|| was very popular in Africa, in the East, and 
at Rome. Athanasius had reason to complain, when, on one occasion, 
he says, " that some bishops of Lybia followed the doctrine of Sabellius, 
and prevailed to such a degree, that the Son of God was scarce any 
longer preached in the churches, "^[ that is, the doctrine concerning Christ 
as the second person of the Trinity. 

It may be remarked, as a proof of the zeal of the Sabellians for the 
unity of God, that Epiphanius has recorded of them, that when they met 
other Christians they would put this shrewd question to them :** " Well, 
good friends, what is our doctrine ? Have we one God, or three Gods ? " ft 
They evidently looked upon Trinitarianism as very .much the same with a 
belief in three Gods. 

The followers of Noetus and Sabellius were, like those of Fraxeas, 
accused of being Patropassians by their adversaries, but with equal unfair- 
ness. I cannot, therefore, help mentioning what the French ecclesiastical 
writer, Beausobre, as quoted by Dr Lardner, has said in their vindication. 
He says, that what they were accused of was a doctrine so absurd, and so 
manifestly contrary to many texts of the New Testament, that it appears 



* Lardner, vol. iv. p. 678. f Ibid. vol. i. p. 583. J Ibid. p. 582. 

$ Ibid. p. 618. || Ibid. pp. 619, 620. 

% '£* ntrrcuriXii rnt &>* Attune nvunaur* Tint rm iwirxtorSt ify&wxt rk laCiXXuS' xcu 
iWM/rM trxvcetr rmt Ixnvcus, &t chaytu lut fu>*fTf it reus ix*ki}ftcu< xnptni^m th um vtS 
euu. — De Sententia Dionysii. Opera, vol. i. p. 522. 

*• Lardner, vol. i. p. 619 ; Priestley's Hist, of Opinions, vol. ill. p. 404. 

'{"j* TVJ» miunv avrotf ityyvirctu towtijv xt in Oirufat, m «vtw, iV« 8m ix*f*h n Tfttf Ottvf ) 

Haer. 62. Opera, vol. i. p. 514. 
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scarcely possible that it should be maintained by any reasonable man; 
which makes him suspect, that this was not the opinion of those persons, 
but a consequence which the orthodox drew from their principles.* 

Paul of Samosata, A. D. 260. This person was undoubtedly among the 
most remarkable ecclesiastics of the third century. He was bishop of 
Antioch, and enjoyed the patronage of Zenobia, Queen of Palmyra, one 
of the most excellent of princesses, f He taught openly, and with great 
success, the doctrine of the simple humanity of Jesus Christ, declaring 
him to have been a man eminently favoured with the divine grace.} Two 
councils were assembled at Antioch to consider his case, the first in A. D. 
264, and the other in A. D. 269 or 270. In the latter of these councils 
Paul was excommunicated and deposed. But because he had the favour 
of Queen Zenobia, and the support of his own people, he retained posses- 
sion of the episcopal palace till A. D. 272 or 273, when he was expelled 
by the Emperor Aurelian, who had vanquished Zenobia, and seized upon 
Antioch. § 

It is certain that Paul was an author ; for it is reported of him, that there 
was scarcely a page of his works without citations from the Old or the 
New Testament. || His character has been described in a very severe 
manner by his enemies. But this was probably owing to their jealousy n 
of his powers and popularity, and to the violence of partizanship. Dr 
Lardner has drawn a very candid estimate of him, which is worthy of being 
noted. He says : " As we have not now before us any of Paul's writings, 
and have his history from adversaries only, we cannot propose to judge 
distinctly of his talents, nor draw his character at length : however, from 
the several particulars before put down, and collected from divers authors, 
some things may be concluded ; and I apprehend that, laying aside for 
the present the consideration of his heterodoxy, we shall not mistake 
much if we conceive of him after this manner : he had a great mind, with 
a mixture of haughtiness, and too much affection for human applause. 
He was generally well respected in his diocese, and by the neighbouring 
bishops ; in esteem with the great, and beloved by the common people. 
He preached frequently, and was a good speaker. And from what is said 
by the fathers of the council, of his rejecting or laying aside some hymns, 
as modern, and composed by moderns, it may be argued that he was a 
critic ; which is a valuable accomplishment at all times, especially when 
uncommon." Tf The Unitarians, on account of Paul's celebrity, were 
frequently called, after him, Paulians and Paulicians. 

Marcellus, A. D. 390. He was bishop of Ancyra in Galatia, and bad 



* Beausobre, as referred to by Lardner, vol. i. p. 584. 

t Lardner, vol. i. pp. 623, 624. . J Ibid. 623. § Ibid. 

|| Ibid. p. 628. 1T Ibid. 
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befell present in the council of Nice, in A. D. 325. About the year A. D, 
334 or 335, he wrote a work against the Arians, in which he stated his 
views in such a manner that it was evident he was defending the Unitarian 
doctrine, in agreement with Paul of Samosata.* The bishops who were 
assembled at Jerusalem, in A, D. 385, t and who afterwards met at Con- 
stantinople, in A. D. 336, deposed Marcellus on account of what they 
esteemed to be his heresy. He was restored by the council of Sardica, 
in A. D. 347. He had many followers, and among others Photraus, who 
began, soon after his master, to contend with greater zeal for the Unita- 
rian faith. 

Photinus, A. D. 344. He was a native of Galatia, and probably of 
Ancyra, its principal city, where Marcellus was bishop. J He was after- 
wards made bishop of Sirmium in Pannonia, where his views attracted 
notice about A. D. 341 or 343. $ He was condemned in a council held at 
Antioch, about A. D. 344, and in several succeeding assemblies; for eccle- 
siastical power was at length vested entirely, in the hands of the Orthodox 
and of the Arians. But it was impossible for a time to remove him, on 
account of the affection of his people towards him, who were unwilling to 
part with him. || At last he was condemned and deposed by a council 
held at Sirmium, in A. D. 351, after which he was banished. He was sub- 
sequently recalled by the Emperor Julian, and again banished by Valen- 
tinian. He died in A. D. 375 or 376.^ 

It is ascertained that Photinus wrote several works, and that he did not 
cease to teach his doctrine even after his deposition, though the number of 
persons adhering to this faith must have been gradually on the decline. 
Photinians, however, are mentioned, and exceptions taken against their 
views, by writers in the fifth century ; ** and I have just said (at page 38,) 
that traces of Unitarianism are to be found down to a later period. 

Photinus has been described as having entered his bishopric with uni- 
versal applause, and as having been a man of ready wit, extensive learn- 
ing, and charming eloquence, ft He certainly had perfect confidence 
in the accordance of his views with Scripture, when, on his entering on a 
public conference with Basil, he declared his readiness to prove his doc- 
trine by a hundred texts. J t His views have been well stated by an 
ancient writer in the following terms : " Photinus holds the unity of God 



* L.wdner, yoI. ii. p. 396. 

f They were the same bishops who readmitted Arius into communion, as stated 
at page 12. 

t Lardner, vol. ii. p. 443. § Ibid. p. 444. 

|| Ibid. Nee dum quidem per {actionem populi potuit amoved.— Hilar. Fragm. 

IT Lardner, vol. ii. p. 444. ** Ibid. p. 447. ft Ibid. p. 446. 

%% Km) /***» *uvx4mx «<i nft &n$Uu$s utmr* fistfm^w ffguv i ytnatmc i*nyyuK*r». — 
Epiphanius, apud Lardner, vol. ii. p. 446. 
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after the Jewish manner. He allows not of any Trinity of persons. He 
says, that Christ was a man born of Mary. He denies the personality of 
the word, and the spirit. He says, that there is only one God, the Father, 
and Jesus Christ, whom we ought to serve."* 

I do not know any distinguished Unitarian advocate after Photinus, 
(except one Bonosus, whose followers were called Bonosians, in the begin- 
ning of. the fifth century,f) till Michael Servetus revived the doctrine, in 
a certain form, at the period of the Reformation. Servetus was con- 
demned and burned at Geneva, at the instigation of John Calvin, in A. D. 
1553. After him, Unitarianism was promoted in Germany, by Laelius 
and Faustus, both surnamed Socinus, by Crellius, and other eminent 
men ; and in the British islands, (whence it was communicated to Ame- 
rica,) with some difference of sentiment, by Biddle, Emlyn, Lindsey, 
Priestley, Wakefield, Disney, Belsham, and many others. 



CHAPTER IV. 

Of the principal source of Trinitarianism, as alleged by various ancient 
fathers, viz. the writings of the Apostle John. 

This chapter would have been more properly headed, c Of the principal 
source of the doctrine of Christ*s deity, as alleged,' &c. But the doc- 
trine of Christ's deity, which innovating fathers thought that they found 
in St John's writings, led also (though not necessarily) to the deification 
of the Spirit, and thus to the formation of a Trinity of divine persons. 
So that we are in reality about to examine, in an important sense, the 
principal alleged foundation of Trinitarianism, when entering on the 
question, whether John taught, or did not teach, the pre-existence and 
divinity of Christ. 

We have evidence concerning many early Trinitarian writers, that they 
thought that St John wrote his Gospel, and more particularly the intro- 
ductory verses, in order to make a full declaration of the deity of Jesus 
Christ. They appear to have believed that the three first evangelists, viz. 
Matthew, Mark, and Luke, had given an account of Christ's humanity; 
but that John, coming after these, taught his divinity, as he was particu- 
larly ordained and inspired by God to do. Not that they did not find 
proofs of the doctrine of Christ's deity in other parts of Scripture. But 



* Vincent of Lerins, quoted by Dr Larimer, vol. ii. p. 445. 

f Lardner, vol. ii. p. 457. Priestley's Hist, of Opinions, vol. iii. p. 365. 
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they said that it was John who first revealed it in an explicit manner, and 
who, of course, brought them to. that way of thinking, which enabled them 
to find many other proofs in various portions of the Old and New Testa- 
ments. 

It seems, also, to have been thought by Tertullian, and the idea is often 
repeated by modern Trinitarians, that St John, in his First Epistle, 
when he spoke of Antichrist, alluded, in connexion with another class of 
persons, to those who refused to acknowledge the deity of Jesus Christ. 
It has been affirmed, that John's frequent commendations of a belief in 
' the Son of God ' were penned on account of the Unitarians of his time, 
who (as it has been alleged,) did not confess Jesus to be the Son of God. 

I shall show that this view, both of St John's Gospel and of his First 
Epistle, is incorrect. 

i. of ST John's gospel. 

Let us observe some specimens of the high esteem in which this Gospel 
was held, in consequence of its having been thought to reveal plainly the 
doctrine of Christ's deity, before we inquire into its real character. 

" No one," says Origen, " taught the divinity of Christ so clearly as 
John, who has presented him to us, as saying, 6 1 am the light of the 
world,' &c. We may, therefore, boldly affirm, that as the Gospels are 
the first fruits (or the most excellent part) of the Scriptures, so the Gospel 
of John is the first fruits (or the most excellent part) of the Gospels." * 
John, says Eiisebius, " began (his Gospel) with the doctrines of the divi- 
nity of Christ, that having been reserved for him as the most worthy." f 

The following account is given by Epiphanius : " Wherefore the blessed 
John coming, and finding men employed about the humanity of Christ, 
&c., as coming last, for he was the fourth to write a Gospel, begins as it 
were, to call back the wanderers, and those who were employed about the 
humanity of Christ, and to say to them, Whither are you going ? Whither 
are you walking, who tread a rough and dangerous path ? &c. It is not 
so. The God, the Word, which was begotten of the Father from above, 
is not from Mary only. He is not from the time of Joseph, he is not 
from the time of Salathiel, and Zorobabel, and David, and Abraham, and 
Jacob, and Noah, and Adam ; but ' In the beginning was the Word, and 
the Word was with God, and the Word was God.' J 

* Oviut ykf ixUttn *x(mrats i?«»i{«ru' «6r«f r^f &mtkt« is 'hmnnst *«g««vq*'«f «w 
Xiymw, 'Eyi ufju ri Q*f r«v xm/mv, x. t. X. nX/Mrriov r«Vv» Jxur £*w{£ip fAv **eS* ?{«f £* 
Jfou t* wxyyiXsm, rSt It tvxyy&un ara-ixf « xmrk 'h**>r»ir. Comment, in Johail. vol. 
ii. p. 5. 

+ Tw >l 5-ukvyitK MMggar&ai, it at murS *ps mv $uw miu/uar* •?• *{i/rr#»i c«f«t«*ft/- 
x*waW Hist Lib. iii. c. 24. p. 117. 

% Ati x*i 'Iminns iA0«» i f*mxa(t*s, xtu •»{«» rti>t ArflgMrtdt fax**np»«* *H* *«»» *4r« 
X^ttrw wtt{«#(*r. x. t. A. is xmrirt* iX0*9, rtr«{T« yk( wr« timyytXXt^irai 9 *ixi*m *»«»«- 
Xuw&mt it uwut, r*i>( *hm>n$i*rf } x*) q*x*AiyuW m(i tfli *«** Xyrrti *«{ wemi, urn 
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" If you enquire," says Ambrose, " concerning his (Christ's) celestial 
generation, read the Gospel of St John." * 

" John the Apostle, whom Jesus loved," says Jerome, " wrote his Gos- 
pel the last of all, at the entreaty of the bishops of Asia, against Cerin- 
thus, and other heretics, and especially the doctrine of the Ebionites, 
then gaining ground, who say that Christ had no being before he was born 
of Mary, whence he was compelled to declare his divine origin." f 

" If there be any other things," says Austin, " which intimate to the 
intelligent the divinity of Christ, in which he is equal to the Father, John 
almost alone has introduced them into his Gospel." " With open voice 
he declares that he is God, and was always with God, laying open the 
mystery of God." % 

John, says Chrysostom, " alone taught the eternal and supercelestial 
wisdom." § He " first lighted up the lamp of theology ; and all the most 
distant churches running to it, lighted up their lamps of theology, and 
returned rejoicing, saying, In the beginning was the Word? It Chrysos- 
tom represents the other sacred writers as persons who resembled " little 
children, hearing but not understanding what they heard, being engaged 
about cheese cakes and childish sports ; " ^[ while he says of John, that 
he taught " what the angels themselves did not know before he declared 
it." ** Of the other three evangelists he says : " They all treated of the 



?Jyta aurue* x. c. X. JW fi(ir&i, rw /9«3/{m, W r^9 r(*x u *> •&#» xeu #*ard«A»£j **) ut 
X&*f** 0*4*6*** P*&£krts i Ajm*&i#bmru Ovx icv» wrSt, ovx irvh k*9 Metfimt p&m • 0tt* 
kiyst i ix **vt%t StwAu ytyMtfunt, «vc irri» *xi c«3» xt* 9 ** 'I*ir«? rtS rmSme if/uutrrtu, §ux 
Urh kxi nh Xt»»* "2*X»$-inK *•* Zfo£*£jk t xxo AxCtl, «<*) *AC{«*/*, x«t 'l«x£C, xott N«t, 
xua 'AZkp, aXX u i^ X V ** * ****» *** ' ***** *>' r «* T *» **"> **' ®"*- *" • ^^ H*er. 

69. Opera, vol. i. p. 747. 

* At vero de cselesta generstione si quads, lege evangelium sancti Joannis. Ope- 
ra, vol. ii. p. 26. 

f Joannes apostolus quern Jesus amavit plurimum etc. novissimus omnium scripsit 
evangelium, rogatus ab Asia episcopis, adversus Cerinthum, aliosque haereticos et 
maxime tunc Ebionitarum dogma consurgens, qui asserunt Christum ante Mariam 
non fuisse, unde et compulses est divinam ejus naturam edicere. Op. vol. i. p. 273. 

J Et si qua alia sunt qua Christi divinitatem, in qua eequalis est Patri, recte intel- 
ligent! bus intiment, pene solus Johannes in evangelio suo posuit: tanquam de pectore 
ipsius Domini, super quod discumbere in ejus convivio solitus erat, secretum divini- 
tatis ejus uberius et quodammodo familiarius biberit. Opera, vol. iv. p. 374. 

§ M«« riif mUntn xmu vm^xUfjuot QiXeeHptar xvfOfrf. Op. vol. vi. p. 235. 

|j Tl^Snt kfa,<\>*rm rh <riit thtfayiets kux*9» t xeirou rSt m^eivan eu ixxXtpitu Wfit rtd{*/4«tV<u, 
l*«rri) rti* iotmjf \£fur*&» rvt &i»X»yi»r «wj/i, xcu brirrfffa ^«/{«w«, if £gxf> fr •" **V*f« 

Ibid. p. 604 

•J 0/ y\ kKku &x*me, x*$A*t( t» rmVia. t« /juxfk, kxeOtvft ftlr, tu% irin ft «*if kxtfou- 
<n* t AXA* trip wXauttiShrmt Urruftrrut, xtii kSvyjutv* xeuhx*. Op- Vol. viii. p. 2. 

**"A finfii hyytoM *{tr fl nnkn ytrur&an ffiuxett. Ibid. 

G 
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fleshly dispensation, and silently, by his miracles, indicated his (Christ's) 
worth. But the dignity of the Word of God was hid, the arrows against 
the heretics were concealed, and the fortification to defend the right faith 
was not raised by the pious preaching. John, therefore, the son of Thun- 
der, being the last, advanced to the doctrine of the Word." * " l In the 
beginning was the Word.' This doctrine was not published at first, for 
the world would not receive it. Wherefore Matthew, Mark, and Luke, 
began at a distance. When they began the preaching they did not imme- 
diately state what was becoming his dignity, but what would suit their 
hearers. John, therefore, the Son of Thunder, last of all, advanced to 
the doctrine of his divinity." f 

Paulinus says : " This same (John), at an advanced age, is said to have 
been the last to write his Gospel, the last, judging by the time of his book, 
but otherwise the first, since he alone, of the four rivers (the evangelists), 
takes his course from the highest fountain of the divine mind, and thunders 
from above, ' In the beginning was the Word, and the Word was with God, 
and the Word was God.' " % 

Theophylact, speaking of John as beginning with the divinity of Christ, 
says : " For whereas the others had made no mention of his existence as 
the Word of God before the ages, he taught that doctrine, lest the Word 
of God should have been thought to be a mere man." § He says that 
John wrote " lest men should think that Christ first came into existence, 
when he was born of Mary, and that he was not begotten of the Father 
before the ages." II 

I will only add to this evidence, that St John received from some of 



* TUhxh •*» ixfynr** tit r$» rife ra^xk «'tx»vofjJav t xtu nppm wS(, ttk rw» S-aw/jArtn, «y»<6- 
(<{•» Tvt «£<«». 'Exgurrro Zl in nu 6wD \iyw ifa/**. 'Exfvrrtr* 3} rk xttr* r£» euftrixen 
GtkZjj xtu ri v*ie JgJWjtf ^&t i«T«/x*r/K« Minn rm xufCy/Aart rife ivrtCt/«f lytytfT: *htkniis 
rt/nn>, i vlU tv /8{0»t»jc, nXufreutf 5T«fijX3ii- i*-/ rip &MX*y/«». Op. vol. VI. p. 173. 

+ 'En &tx$ h I A**** •»* d&ve ww U*i<O x $fi. Ob ykf tx*i u * ^ /***&* iJ/uJV «' 
iunyyOJrrat M«r£>«Mr, M«{**, A«v*«* , Sn Jj^urf « iw xiprparx, tun t»$»t iJUtXipwr r» *•(«- 
*#»t* if *£/», «XA» t* 4{^«t* twV kxptfiivur 'itmvmt nimn i mm rife fyinne nfcfMuW 
*«{t\3-i, ix) rfr SuXty'w Op. vol. vi. p. 171. 

% Idem ultra omnium tempora apostolorum, state products, postremus evangelii 
scriptor fuisse memoratur etc., ultimus auctor, in libri tempore, sed primus in capita 
sacramenti, quippe qui solus e quatuor fluminibus ex ipso summo divini capitis fonte 
decurrens, de nube sublimi tonat: In principio erat verbum, et verbum erat apud 
Deura, et Deus erat verbum. Ad. Amandum. p, 213. 

§ 'JBm* yk{ ti *&A«f tux ipifrShnu rtft rife w(i ulinm vwk^m rtS 6uu Xiyev, mvrif 23-m- 
Xiytm rig' vctvrtKt turn, pif tque&u* i rw &tov kiyt i^'A* «r&{*r* Ctcu. In Matt Pref. i. 
pp. 1, 2. 

|| Aite (At h firt «••« nns xa/tMus-iruf xtu /uu&U tynktt Mfpta Ztn *fM*#, Mpfotn rw zt" 9 *' 
t#ti r^Srtv uV ¥*•<&* tXBuf •»• A*» M«{S«f 'vyyufan, mm wgj rgi aMnm is nv liar?* ytU&H- 
hu. In Johan. c. i. vol. i. p. 553. 



THE INTU 



Translation in the common English Bible. 



In the beginning was the Word, and the Word was with God, I J 
and the Word was Ged. 2. The same was in the beginning the I 
with God. 3. All things were made by him ; and without him as t. 
was not any thing made that was made. 4. In him was life ; Fatl' 
and the life was the light of men. 5. And the light shineth in any 
darkness ; and the darkness comprehended it not. 6. There was 
was a man sent from God, whose name was John. 7. The darlj 
same came for a witness, to bear witness of the Light, that all God* 
men through him might believe. 8. He was not that Light, testi 
but was sent to bear witness of that Light. 9. That was the belief 
true Light, which lighteth every man that cometh into the Ligl 
world. 10. He was in the world, and the world was made by com 
him, and the world knew him not. 11. He came unto his own, the * 
and his own received him not. 12. But as many as received not. _ 
him, to them gave he power to become the sons of God, even to not. 
them that believe on his name: 13. Which were born, not of the i 
blood, nor of the will of the flesh, nor of the will of man, but of wen 
God. 14. And the Word was made flesh, and dwelt among us, man 
(and we beheld his glory, the glory as of the only begotten of be in 
the Father,) full of grace and truth. 15. John bare witness of we 1 l 
him, and cried, saying, This was he of whom I spake, He that 15. 
cometh after me is preferred before me ; for he was before me. spakj 
16. And of his fulness have all we received, and grace for befol 
grace. 17. For the law was given by Moses, but grace and ness 
truth came by Jesus Christ. 18. No man hath seen God at any give f 
time ; the only begotten Son, which is in the bosom of the Fa- man 
ther, he hath declared him. mys 



* Psalm xxxiii. 6. By the word of the Lord were the heavens made, and f 
commanded and it stood fast 

f 2 Cor. iv. 6. For God, who commanded the light to shine out of darknei 
this emendation, (in which he is followed by Mr Belsham,) supplying the woi 

X The land of the Jews, a people to whom, at successive periods, the light 

§ There is reason for believing- that by the term ' only begotten,' /Mroyiwf, \ 
the beloved Son of God, while John never calls him the beloved but the only b< 
Inquiry, p. 259. 
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the fathers the title of Theologos, or Divine, from his supposed zeal for 
the pre-existence and divinity of Christ.* This appellation, applied to 
John, will be observed by the readers of the common English Bible, on 
opening the book of Revelation, which will be found to be entitled, ' The 
Revelation of St John the Divine,'' 

It is the Introduction to St John's Gospel that has been made the prin- 
cipal ground of the opinion, that the Apostle wrote to prove the deity of 
Christ. We may, therefore, properly confine our observations to this 
point : * In the beginning was the Word,' &c. 

And in objection to the view of the Trinitarian fathers, I would put a 
simple question ; why did not John, if he meant to declare plainly the 
deity of Jesus Christ, introduce his gospel with saying, ' In the beginning 
was the Son, and the Son was with the Father, and the Son was God as 
well as the Father,' instead of speaking of the ' word,' which, to say the 
least of it, might be supposed to signify only the voice of God, even the 
word of his power ? Why did he not, had he been anxious to supply the 
deficiency of evidence for the deity of Christ in the other evangelical 
histories, state distinctly that his master had pre-existed as God the Son 
in eternal communion with the Father and the Spirit ? This would have 
placed the doctrine of Christ's deity beyond the reach of controversy. 
But this John has certainly not done ; nor can his language be fairly con- 
strued into anything that approaches this meaning. 

But the true design of St John's Introduction can be shown. I think 
that the Apostle had two ends in view in it. First, to ascribe very high 
dignity to Jesus Christ, as the person in whom the word of God's wisdom 
and power dwelt, even that word which from eternity belonged to God, 
and was God himself ; by which all things were created ; and in which light 
and life were contained. And, secondly, to confute the errors of a cer- 
tain philosophy prevalent at the time that he wrote, viz., that besides God, 
there were other divine beings, such as the ' Creator of the Universe,' the 
' Word,' the Eon ' Light,' and the Eon ' Life,' &c. f In reply to this, but 
in an indirect manner, John has declared, that the Word, and the Creator, 
and God himself, are the same, because it was through means of the c word ' 
that all things were created, and this ' word' belonged to God, and was 
God himself. It is added that light was in the ' word,' and that this light 
was the life of men, in opposition to the notion of divine Eons, who were 
called < Light,' « Life,' &c. 

Both of these objects must be taken into view, in order to explain satis- 
fatorily St John's Introduction. 

. * Priestley's Early Opinions, vol. iii. pp. 123, 124. Cave's Lives of the Apostles, 
p. 127. Lond. 1694. 

f Michaelis' Introduction to the New Testament, Marsh's trans, vol. iii. part i. 
ch. 7. sect. 5. 
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. If we look only to the last object, viz., that John wished to confute a 
certain pernicious philosophy, prevalent in his time, without having also 
another intention, we detract from his character as an evangelist For an 
evangelist should not be thought to have written any part of his history of 
Christ for the benefit of his own time only, but also for succeeding gene- 
rations, though he might confute temporary errors by oral admonition or 
by epistle. On this account Dr Lardner cannot be persuaded that John 
wrote in any way in his Gospel against errors of his time.* But this is 
going too far on the other side ; for John might thus write in an indirect 
manner, having another more direct object in view, viz., the declaration 
of the dignity of Christ as the bearer of the word of God ; and this is what 
I believe him to have done. 

On the other hand, if we reflect only on the first object, viz., that John 
wished to ascribe dignity to Christ, as the bearer of the word of God, 
(without taking his other intention into view,) it may be asked, why the 
Apostle uses such a string of terms as ' the word,' ' light,' ' the life, 9 
' darkness,' &c, and why he uses them without explanation, bringing them 
in abruptly? To account for this I must suppose that John intended 
(indirectly) the confutation of certain errors where, as we shall show, this 
phraseology was employed. 

These remarks prepare the way for a more full consideration of St 
John's Introduction under the two aspects now mentioned. I need only 
further premise, that the terms ' he, 9 and ' him,' used in connexion with the 
' word! in the common English Bible, must be changed into ' it,' in order 
to suit my interpretation. But this is lawful ; for those Greek terms, 
which, in the common Bible, are here translated ' he,' and ' him,' may 
with equal propriety be rendered 'it;' nor is there any reason why the 
latter translation should not be preferred, if it be necessary to the sense. + 

I. Viewing John, then, in the first place, as having intended to begin 
his history of Christ with an account of his dignity, as the bearer of the 
word of God, the following observations are warranted. 

1. The expressions in the two first verses, ' the word was with God,' or 
belonged to him, and ' the word was God' himself, though at first they 
seem strange according to this view, (but they are much more strange 
according to the Trinitarian view,) will appear sufficiently natural on a 
little examination. An American writer has given a parallel case, which, 
so far as I can remember, is as follows : ' In the beginning of the war of 
Independence, there was a hope to America, and^that hope was with Wash- 
ington, and that hope was Washington.' Here the same person is said 

* Lardner's Works, vol. iii. pp. 239, 240. 

\ Principal Campbell has employed the pronoun * it ' in his translation of verses 
2d, 3d, 4th, and 5th ; and this liberty he has ably defended. See his work on the 
four Gospels, vol. ii. p. 407 ; vol. iii. p. 282. 
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to have had the hope of American freedom lodged with him, and to have 
been himself that very hope; a method of expression, which does not 
differ in the least from that in John's Introduction. And the Apostle has 
used similar language in other parts of his writings: " Love is of God," 
and " God is love." 1 John iv. 7, 8 ; " as he (God) is in the light/' and 
" God is light." 1 John i. 7, and i. 5. 

2. Various texts of the Old Testament may be brought to illustrate St 
John's statements concerning the word, supposing him to have meant 
simply the word of God's wisdom and power. Is it said by John that this 
word was in the beginning (or from eternity) with GodP We find in 
Psalm cxix. 89. " For ever, O Lord, thy word is settled in heaven," that 
is, the word of Qod's omnipotence which endures from eternity to eter- 
nity. Is it declared that all things were made through means of the 
word ? We find in Psalms xxxiii. 6. " By the word of the Lord were the 
heavens made, and all the host of them by the breath of his mouth;" 
cxlviii. 5. " For he commanded, and they were created ;" xxxiii. 9. " For 
he spake and it was done, he commanded and it stood fast." Is it said 
that the word contained light, and that this light came unto its own land ? 
It is the land of the Jews which is referred to, a land which had been 
favoured in a most peculiar manner with the presence of God's word, and 
with the light thereof; " The word of the Lord that came to Jeremiah," 
" the word of the Lord came expressly to Ezekiel," " the word of the 
Lord that came unto Hosea," " the word of the Lord that came unto 
Joel," &c. &c. ; and we read in Psalm cxlvii. 16. " He sheweth his word 
unto Jacob, his statutes and his judgments unto Israel." 

3. By regarding the evangelist as having meant by the ' word ' not a 
being or person existing from eternity, and then uniting with Jesus Christ, 
but simply the word of God's wisdom and power, which enabled Jesus 
Christ, being a man, to speak and act like one having divine authority, 
we reconcile St John's testimony with that of the other three evangelists. 

* These describe Jesus merely as a man, who ate and drank, who was hun- 
gered and fatigued, who suffered, died, and was buried, and who derived 
all his knowledge and power from God. Now why should John be thought 
to have revealed mpre than this ? to have taught that Christ was the second 
person of a three-one God ? an eternally existing divinity ? Why should 
the testimonies of Matthew, Mark, and Luke, be stigmatized as grossly 
imperfect by the hypothesis, that it was left to John to exhibit a most 
important discovery concerning Christ, which they bad almost or alto- 
gether forgotten to mention P 

4 . The view which I have given of the ' word ' of God agrees with what 
John has himself declared concerning the object of his Gospel. John xx. 
30, 31. " And many other signs truly did Jesus in the presence of his 
disciples, which are not written in this book : but these are written that ye 
might believe, that Jesus is the Christ, the Son of God ; and that believing 
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ye might have life through his name." He does not say, that he wrote to 
prove that Jesus pre-existed as God the Word, or God the Son, equal to 
God the Father, but only to show that he was the Christ, or anointed of 
God, and the Son of God, being the object of His choice and affection, 
obedient to His will, and fulfilling the offices to which He had raised him. 
Nor can it be said that the title c Son of God/ (a very different title from 
* God the Son,') conveys the notion of Christ's deity. It seems to have 
been used as much the same with the epithet * Christ.' When our Lord 
asked his disciples, whom they thought him to be ? we learn from Mark, 
(viii. 29,) that " Peter answereth and saith unto him, Thou art the Christ" 
According to Luke, (ix. 20.) " Peter answering said, The Christ of God? 
While by Matthew's account, (xvi. 16,) " Peter answered and said, Thou 
art the Christ, the Son of God." Either the three evangelists have given 
reports that are at variance, or we must reconcile them by supposing that 
' the Christ, 7 ' the Christ of God' and ' the Christ the Son of the living 
God,' are nearly equivalent expressions. Luke xxii. 67. " Art thou the 
Christ ? tell us." 70. " Art thou then the Son of God?" Mark i. 1. 
" The beginning of the gospel of Jesus Christ, the Son of God." Luke 
iv. 41. " Thou art Christ, the Son of God." John i. 49. " Thou art the 
Son of God ; thou art the King of Israel." In all these cases I have no 
doubt that the epithets ' Christ? l Son of God,' and ' King of Israel? 
had a very close similarity of meaning. 

1 5. That the ' word ' mentioned by John had no personality distinct 
from God himself, but was simply His word of power, was the opinion of 
the ancient Unitarians, as I before mentioned (p. 41). Tertullian con- 
fesses that it was the case with Praxeas, who would not allow the ' word ' 
to be distinct from the Father, but asked, " What is a word but an expres- 
sion, and the sound of the voice ? " * Hippolytus, writing against Noetus, 
says : " But you will tell me, that I am mentioning something strange, 
when I call the ' word' the Son." f Ambrose says, "that the error of 
Sabellius lay in making the Father and the * word ' to be the same." % 
Epiphanius connects together Noetus, Sabellius, and Paul of Samosata, 
as believing that the ' word ' had no existence distinct from God. Refer- 
ring to Paul of Samosata, he says : " he maintained that the ' word ' of 
God and the ' spirit ' of God had always existed in God, just as reason 
exists in the heart of man, which was also the opinion of Sabellius, Noetus, 

* Non vis enim eum substantivum habere in re per substantias proprietatem, ut 
res et persona quadam videri possit, et ita capiat secundus a Deo constitutus, duos 
efficere, Fatrem et Filium, Deum et sermonem. Quid est enim dices sermo, nisi 
vox, et sonus oris ? Ad Prax. cap. vii. p. 638. Ap. Lardner, vol. iv. p. 678. 

*f" 'AAA' ifU fJM ric %not fifUs, Aeyw Xiyen wo*. Hipp. COlitr. Noet. p. 16. 

$ Neque, ut Sabellius, Patrem coofundamus et Verbum. Ambrose, apud Lard- 
ner, vol. i. p. 619. 
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and others. 9 '* Euaebius, writing against Marcellits, says, that "he 
acknowledged the ' word/ but confessed it to be a mere word, like the 
word of any man, but not the living and personal Son." f Chrysostom 
says, that " Marcellus and Photinus said that the word of God was the 
energy of God, not a personal existence, and that this (energy) entered 
into the descendant of David." % Epiphanius also represents Photinus 
as acknowledging that "the word of God existed from the beginning, but 
that it was not the Son begotten of God." $ 

The notice here of these opinions is useful, in so far as it shows the 
antiquity of the view which 1 have been explaining, and the harmony and 
consistency of early Unitarianism. 

II. Let us consider the Introduction in a second point of view, as 
directed against a pernicious species of philosophy prevalent at the time 
of its composition. I refer to the philosophy of the Gnostics, being a 
class of persons who derived their name from their pretensions to commu- 
nicate to mankind the true gnosis II or knowledge of the Supreme Being, of 
the origin of evil, and of all that concerned the existence, conduct, and 
happiness of men. 

It is not material to our present study to know whether this sect of per- 
sons, when John wrote his gospel, (about A. D. 68,) ^[ consisted altogether 
of heathens, or included also a body of Christians. But it is my opinion 
that there were Christian Gnostics at that period, because there are allu- 
sions to such persons in epistles written by Paul before John drew up his 
history.** 

It was the basis of the Gnostic philosophy, that all matter was essen- 
tially evil, and an annoyance to what was spiritual ; but that God, on the 
other hand, was a benevolent Being, perfectly free from evil.-ff 

That John, in an indirect manner, combatted this philosophy, is proved 
by three considerations. 

1. The terms which he uses, as the ' word,' ' light/ ' the life,' were, as 



* *E» ©ifi ** •«* irrm w av-nu *«>*», *<*) ri svtv/JM avrw, *tnrt{ h SnBfmxmt ««;}jp i "hot 
Xiyr pi weu 21 tit v'rnu rw Owu iM/*«rr«*mr, mXka l* mim£ £•£ £r*i{ auiku xeu i XsCfAAw, 
m) • Nawrr*, xm i Nmjw*, *«< *AAw. Vol. i. p. 608. 

*f" Wlte* y«g, xeu t* &»3-{«iri/a \by» 'iftMM, «£#) Zt tui» akifiSe {«»*-« m*i v0irr£r«, t* %#*- 
m iTra* o[A*\<yyu* iSixu. Euseb. contr. Marcellum. lib. i. p. 19. 

% MttfsiAAflf r«A«TV» xai *£«*»«*, xm 2o0$ow«f IXiyer w Xiyv r»u 0uS frig^t/a* that, 
•ux tuffiav Jh/stwt«to»* vaOrw ii iftxtjreu riv ix nri^fjutrt A&CtZ. Opera, vol. ii. p. 591. 

§ Km air* fryti Jmm m X*>»» A** A(£*fc, '•*** ">% «"•» ®w y\yv$Af*M*f x. t. X. Epfp. 
Opera, p. 831. 

|| Mosheira, vol, i. p. 85. 

1T Lardoer, vol. iii. p. 229. 

** Col. ii. 8. 1 Tim. vi. 20. I Tim. i. 4. Titus iii. 9. 2 Tim. ii. 18. 
1 Cor. xv. 12, &c. 

ft Mosheim, vok i. p. 86. 
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1 have said, terms which were employed as the common phraseology 
among the Gnostics. We do not find such a string of terms in the other 
gospels. But John, living at Ephesus, where these words had been 
brought into notice, doubtless took them up in order to oppose the philo- 
sophy of which they were the nomenclature. * 

2. Several positions which John lays down are actually in antithesis to 
positions of the Gnostics. 

(1.) The Gnostics entertained the idea of a Divine Being distinct from 
God and inferior to him, called the ' word.' In opposition to this, John 
declares that the word was not a distinct being, but belonged to God, and 
was God himself. 

(2.) As a consequence of their fundamental doctrine, that all matter 
is essentially evil, while God is a Being of perfect benevolence, the Gnos- 
tics held a peculiar opinion concerning creation. They said that creation 
was not the work of God himself, but of a being less perfect than God,f 
who might, consistently with his imperfect nature, employ himself in the 
composition and arrangement of material objects, (which were all essen- 
tially evil,) a work in which the all-benevolent God could not properly 
engage. In opposition to this view of a Creator, different from God the 
Almighty Father, John declares that it was God himself who made all 
things through means of his own word of power. 

(3, 4.) It was a part of the Gnostic philosophy that there were various 
Eons, or Emanations from the Supreme Mind, two of which were called 
Life and Light. % In reply to this, we are informed by John, that what- 
ever was understood by life lay entirely in the word of God, and that this 
life was the light of men, there being no distinct Eons bearing these 
names. 

(5.) The Gnostics probably had some peculiar tenet concerning dark- 
ness. § If they had, John turns aside their opinion by stating that what he 
knew about the darkness amounted simply to its not having detracted from 
the lustre of the light of God. 

Professor Michaelis has carried out this view of counter -positions to 
the Gnostic philosophy to a very considerable length in his Introduction 
to the New Testament. My readers must consult this work, if they wish 
to decide for themselves how far further this view ought to be extended. || 

Notice, however, must be taken here of a statement which John has 
made, which is not opposed to the Gnostics in general, but to another 
class, who may have been tinged in some points with this philosophy. 
" He (John the Baptist) was not that light," or the bearer of that light 
Ver. viii. Had any one said that John the Baptist was that light ? It 

* Michaelis. vol. Hi. part i. p. 279 et seq. Priestley, Ear. Op. vol. i. p. 181. 

f Mosheim, vol. i. p. 86. Michaelis, vol. iii. part i. p. 291. 

% Ibid. pp. 292, 293. § Ibid. p. 299. || Ibid. pp. 287-302. 
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appears so. It appears that a body of men then existed, who believed 
in John the Baptist as the Messiah, or light of the world.* Against these 
the evangelist probably penned verse 8th. This sect, who were called 
Sabians, which signifies Baptists, are still in existence in the East, hold- 
ing their peculiar faith, f 

9. We have the testimony of Irerueus, that John wrote against the 
Gnostics in his Introduction. I stated, (p. 7,) that this father was the 
disciple of Polycarp, one of John's immediate followers (p. 19.) He 
believed the deity of Christ, but confessed him to have been inferior to 
God, his Father, (pp. 33, 33.) But this belief, whether it induced him or 
not always to attach personality to the 'word' in John's Introduction 
does not weaken his testimony to its having been composed in opposition 
to the Gnostics, for he might have his own view as to the manner of oppo- 
sition. Ireiueus says : " John the disciple of the Lord, desiring by the 
publication of his gospel to root out the error which had been sown among 
men by Cerinthus,} and sometime before by those who are called Nico- 
laitans,§ who are a branch of that science, which is falsely so called, that 
he might confute them, and satisfy all, that there is one God, who made 
all things by his word, and not as they say one who is the Creator of the 
universe, and another the Father of the Lord, &c &c, the disciple, there- 
fore, of the Lord, wishing to cut off these errors, and to appoint a rule of 
truth in the church, that there is One God Almighty, who by his word 
made all things visible and invisible : declaring also that by the word by 
which God finished the creation, by the same word he bestowed salvation 
upon those who were in the creation, begins his doctrine which is accord- 
ing to the gospel : ^ In the beginning was the word,'" &c. |] 
n. or ST John's fibst epistle. 

In mentioning the opinion that John penned certain expressions in 
his First Epistle against Unitarians, I do not mean to say that this view 
concerning these expressions was entertained by any one before the end 



* Michaelis, vol. iii. part i. pp. 285, 294, et seq. f Ibid. pp. 285, 287. 

t A leader among the Gnostics. § Gnostics. 

|| Hanc fidem annuntians Joannes Domini discipulus, volens per evangelii annun- 
tiationem anferre eum, qui a Cerintho inseminatus erat hominibus errarem, et multo 
prius ab his qui dicuntur Nicolaite, qui sunt vulsio ejus, qua falsi) cognominatur 
scientia, ut confanderet eos et suaderet eos, quoniam unus Deus qui omnia fecit per 
verbum suum, et non quemadmodum ill! dicunt, alteram quidem Fabricatorem, 
alium autem Patrem Domini etc. Omnia igitur talia circumscribere volens disci- 
pulus Domini, et regulam veritatis constituere in ecclesla, quia est unus Deus 
omnipotens, qui per verbum suum omnia fecit, et visibilla et invisibilia: significans 
quoque quoniam per verbum per quod Deus perfecit conditionem in hoc et salutem 
his qui in conditione sunt prsestitit hominibus: sic inchoavit in ea quae est secundum 
evangelium doctrina. In principio erat verbum, etc. Adv. Haer. lib. iii. cap. 11. 
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of the second century, or the beginning of the third. Irenaeus, between 
the middle and the end of the second century, wrote a large work against 
heresy, in which he has quoted St John's First Epistle, affirming distinctly 
that the antichrists whicji John opposed, and against whom all his expres- 
sions of hostility were directed, were the Gnostic Christians. This will 
appear from a passage in Irenaeus, which will be shortly quoted with 
advantage. 

. It is Tertullian who first states that John opposed two classes of what 
he esteemed to be heresy, the Gnostic, and that of Ebion* or the proper 
Unitarian. He says that when John alluded to those who denied that 
Christ had come in the flesh, he meant the Gnostics, but that he meant the 
doctrine of Ebion, when speaking of those persons who thought that Jesus 
was not the Son of God.f 

In answer to this view I ought strictly to confine my remarks to John's 
allusions to a disbelief in the Son of God, passing by the other controver- 
sial expressions as on all hands admitted to have been directed, not against 
Unitarians, but against the Gnostics. 

But I must deviate from this course, and consider both cases, for a par- 
ticular reason. Dr Horsley, in his controversy with Dr Priestley, admit- 
ting that the expressions about Christ's having come in the flesh referred 
solely to the Gnostics,^ nevertheless affirmed that they implied on the 
part of the writer a belief in the pre-existing divinity of Christ, and a cen- 
sure on Unitarianism.§ 1 John iv. 1, 2, 3. " Beloved, believe not every 
spirit, but try the spirits whether they are of God ; because many false 
prophets are gone out into the world. Hereby know ye the Spirit of 
God. Every spirit that confesseth that Jesus Christ is come in the flesh 
is of God. And every spirit that confesseth not that Jesus Christ is come 
in the flesh 9 is not of God ; and this is that spirit of Antichrist, whereof 
ye have heard that it should come ; and even now already is it in the 
world." Dr Horsley thinks that the remarks which occur in these verses 
concerning Christ's having come in the flesh, implied the notion of a pre- 
existent state, from which Christ might have come in some other way than 
in the flesh, but from which he actually came in the flesh. Otherwise Dr 
Horsley believes that John's phraseology was nugatory. || For he argues 
that no respectable writer, speaking of any one who, as a mere man, did 
not possess the power of coming otherwise than in the flesh, would have 
said of this person that he had actually come in the flesh, such an expres- 

* For an explanation concerning Ebion, see page 73. 

f At in epistola eos maxime antichristos vocat, qui Christum negarent in came 
venisse, et qui non putarent Jesum esse filium Dei. Illud Marcion, hoc Hebion 
viudic&vit. — Hoc sunt, ut arbitror, genera doctrinarum adulterinarum, que sub 
apostolis fuisse ab ipsis apostolis discimus. De Prae. Haer. sect. 33, 34. 

t Dr Horsle/s Tracts, p. ISO. § Ibid. pp. 120, 121. || Ibid. p. 123. 
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sion, being altogether unnecessary concerning a human being, who had 
not the choice of two different ways of coming. Now I grant that no 
respectable writer, that no writer haying common sense would, in ordinary 
circumstances, have said of any man concerning whom he wrote, that he 
had come in the flesh, or (which is the same thing) that he was truly a 
human being. But there is a chance of peculiar circumstances in which 
this might have been said, not only without censure, but with approval. 
If it were affirmed by a numerous body of persons, and in the most open 
and persevering manner, that the object of a writer's memorial, being a 
man, had not come in the flesh, or was not truly a human being, what 
should the writer in vindication say concerning him of whom he wrote, 
but that he was actually a man, that he did actually come in the flesh ? 
But this is precisely the object of John's remarks. The Gnostic Chris- 
tians denied that Christ had come in the flesh ; John censures this erro- 
neous opinion, and in opposition to it recommends the truth that Jesus 
Christ was properly a man. Dr Horsley knew this ; and confessed this ; 
yet affirmed nevertheless that John's expressions about Christ's coming in 
the flesh are not sufficiently accounted for, without involving the condem- 
nation of Unitarianism.* 

That my readers may know more satisfactorily the weakness of Dr 
Horsley's view, I will lay down a few hints on the opinion of the Gnos- 
tics concerning Christ, f I have already mentioned (at page 55,) that the 
basis of the Gnostic philosophy was a belief that all matter was' essentially 
evil, and an annoyance to whatever was spiritual ; but that God was a 
being entirely free from evil. And as a consequence of this, I mentioned 
(at page 56,) that the Gnostics thought that the world was not made by 
God himself, a perfectly benevolent Spirit, but by another and less perfect 
Creator. A second consequence will now be stated, bearing immediately 
on our present subject. The Gnostics expected that the all-benevolent 
God would send a Divine messenger, who should be a purely spiritual 
being, one of the Eons out of His Itkipif**, or fullness, for the purpose 
of delivering mankind from their subjection to the evils that result from 
matter. When, therefore, some of them saw or heard of the miracles of 
our Saviour, and could not resist the conviction that he was ordained by 
God, performing wonders by God's power, they found themselves com- 
pelled, on confessing his claims as the expected means of their deliver- 
ance, either to renounce the opinion, which led them to expect a purely 
spiritual Eon, or else to reconcile our Savour's circumstances with their 
pre-conceived and still-loved view. Accordingly they took the latter 



* Dr Horsley's Tracts, pp. 120, 121. 

f Drawn up after a comparison of what has been written on this subject by 
Moeheim, Lardner, Michaelis, Priestley, and Horsley himself: and among the 
ancients by I r emeus. 
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alternative. They invented the hypothesis, that Jesus of Nazareth, the 
person who taught, wrought miracles, lived a life of holiness and piety, 
suffered, died, and rose again, was not actually the Christ, but rather a 
shrine or receptacle, in which the Christ, a Divine Eon, who was entirely 
spiritual, dwelt for a certain portion of time. Some of them said that 
Jesus of Nazareth, the shrine in which the Christ dwelt, was a human 
being ; these were they who, whatever was their name at first, were soon 
called Cerinthians, after their principal guide, Cerinthus. Others said that 
Jesus of Nazareth, die mask under which the Christ dwelt, was a phan- 
tom, or human being in appearance ; these were the Docetes. But both 
equally denied that the Christ, or Divine Eon, had come in the flesh. 
Both maintained that the Christ was an invisible spiritual being, while 
that which was visible, whether a man or a phantom, was only Jesus of 
Nazareth. Against both parties, most probably, St John wrote, declaring 
that Christ had actually come in the flesh, was actually a man, and not a 
spiritual Eon, which merely dwelt for a short time, whether in connexion 
with a man or with a phantom. 

Let us now review St John's commendations of a belief in * the Son of 
God,' commendations which were called forth, as I think, like his other 
remarks which we have considered, in consequence of the heresy of the 
Gnostics. 1 John iv. 15. " Whosoever shall confess that Jesus is the Sou 
<^6o4Goddwellethmhim,andheinGo(L'' Ch. v. & " Who is he that 
overcometh the world, but he that believeth that Jesus is the Son of 
God ?" Ver. 10. " He that believeth on the Son of God hath the witness 
in himself; he that believeth not God hath made him a liar ; because he 
believeth not the record that God gave of his Son. 77 Ver. 18. " He that 
hath the Son hath life ; and he that hath not the Son of God hath not 
life." Both the Cerinthians and the Docetes affirmed that Jesus of Naza- 
reth was a mere receptacle in which the Christ dwelt, as I have said, and 
not the Christ himself, who was a spiritual being. Now it was to the 
Christ, thus distinguished from Jesus, that these Gnostics attached all 
their ideas of glory, including the title of Son of God. It followed, there- 
fore, that they must deny that Jesus, the mere receptacle of the Christ, 
was the Son of God, confining that name to the Divine Eon. And this 
denial they certainly made. They said that the Christ was the Son of 
God, but that Jesus was not ; thus provoking the rebuke of the Apostle 
John, as against persons who were in reality disbelieving the Son of 
God.* 

This view is proved by John's Epistle itself and ecclesiastical history 
bears it out. That it was those who separated the Christ from Jesus 
who also denied the Son of God, according to John, is proved by two 



* See Michaelis* Introd. vol. iv. pp. 409, 410. 
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▼ones in hi* Epistle, chap. v. ver. 1. " Whosoever believeth that Jesus is 
the Christ is bora of God :" ver. 5. " Who is he that overcometh the 
world, but he that believeth that Jesus is the Son of God ?" It is evi- 
dent from thes* two ver$ee that a belief, that Jesus of Nazareth was the 
Christ ajid not a different person, was thought by John to be synonymous 
with the belief, that Jesus waa the Son of God and not a different person. 
This view is also suggested by chap. ii. ver. 22. " Who is a liar but he 
that denieth that Jesus is the Christ ? He is antichrist that denieth the 
Father and the Son." 

I shall now quote from Irenanis the passage which I before promised, 
to prove that in his opinion those persons who denied that Jesus was 
the Christ were the same with those who denied that lie was the Son 
of God, being the Gnostics, who separated the Christ, the Son of God, 
from Jesus ; and also to prove that those who denied Jesus to be the 
Christ, and to be the Son of God, were the same with those who disbe- 
lieved that the Christ, the Son of God, had come in the flesh, being the 
same Gnostics who separated their Eon Christ, the Son of God, from 
Jesus of Nazareth. Iremeus thus writes : " The Gospel acknowledges no 
other Son of Man, except him who was born of Mary, and who suffered. 
It knows nothing of the * Christ ' flying from Jesus previous to his pas- 
sion. It knows only him who was born, viz. Jesus, the Christ, the Son of 
God, who, still the same person, suffered and rose again from the dead ; 
as John the disciple of the Lord confirms, saying, ' But these are written, 
that ye might believe that Jesus is the Christ, the Son of God; and that 
believing ye might have life through his name ; ' * guarding against those 
blasphemous doctrines which divide the Lord as much as possible, affirm- 
ing him to consist of this substance and of the other. On which account, 
also he (John) hath testified in his Epistle : ' Little children, it is the last 
time ; and as ye have heard that antichrist shall come, even now are there 
many antichrists ; whereby we know that it is the last time. They went 
out from us, but they were not of us ; for if they had been of us, they 
would no doubt have continued with us ; but they went out that they might 
be made manifest that they were not all of us.' f ' Who is a liar but he 

that denieth that Jesus is the Christ ?t This is antichrist. That 

homicidal opinion of theirs, which diminishes and divides into pieces the 
Son of God, waa what the Lord forewarned us to beware of, and what his 
Apostle John, in his epistle, enjoins us to shun, saying, * For many 
deceivers are entered into the world, who confess not that Jesus Christ is 
come in the flesh. This is a deceiver and an antichrist. Look to your- 
selves that (ye) lose not those things which (ye) have wrought.' § And 
again, in his epistle, he says : * many false prophets are gone out into the 



* John xx. 31. f 1 John ii. 18, 19. % Ver/82. $ 2 John ver. 7, 8. 
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world. Hereby know ye the spirit of God ; every spirit that confesseth 
that Jesus Christ is come in the flesh is of God ;'* and every spirit that 
divides Jesus Christ is not of God, but of antichrist. On which account 
he again says in his epistle : ' Whosoever believeth that Jesus is the Christ, 
is bom of God/ f well knowing that Jesus the Christ is on* and the same, 
to whom the gates of heaven were opened $— ■ who shall also in the very same 
flesh in which he suffered come again, revealing the glory of bis Father." $ 
• Only one other subject connected with John's writings remains to be 
considered. My readers may inquire, why do I not recollect the import- 
ant verse in John's First Epistle : " For there are three that bear record 
in heaven, the Father, the Word, and the Holy Ghost : and these three 
are one," (1 John v. 7.) ? Is not this, it may be asked, a clear and unde- 
niable proof of the Trinity ? Perhaps it was on account of this verse, 
containing so expressive a declaration of the Trinity, that the orthodox 
fathers held John in esteem above the other sacred writers, in whose works 



• I John iv. 1, 2. f 1 John v. 1. 

J Non ergo alterum filium hominis novit evangelium, nisi nunc qui ex Maria, 
qui et passu* est. Sed neqne Christum avolantem ante passionem ab Jesu, sed nunc 
qui natus est Jesum Christum novit Dei Filium, et eundem nunc passum resurrex- 
isse, quemadmodum Joannes Domini discipulus confirmat dieens : Hsc autem 
scripta sunt ut credatis, quoniam Jesus est Christus Filius Dei, et ut credentes vitam 
sternam habeatis in nomine ejus: providens has blasphemas regulas qua dividunt 
Dominum quantum ex ipsis attinet, ex altera et altera substantia dicentes eum fac- 
tum. Propter quod et in epistola sua sic testificatus est nobis: Filioli, novissima 
hora est, et quemadmodum sudistis, quoniam Antichristus venit, nunc Antichristi 
multi facti sunt, undo cognosqimus quoniam novissima hora est. Ex nobis exierunt, 
sed non erant ex nobis; si enim futssent ex nobis, permansissent utique nobiscum; 
sed ut manifestarentur quoniam non sunt ex nobis. Cognosdte ergo quoniam omne 
mendacium extraneum est, et non est de veritate. Quis est mendax, nisi qui negat, 
quoniam Jesus non est Christus. Hie est Antichristus, etc etc. Sententi* enim 
eorum homicidialis Deos quidem plures confingens, et Patres multos simulant, com- 
minnens autem et per multa dividens Filium Dei ; quos et Dominus nobis cavere 
pnedixit, et discipulus ejus Joannes in predict* epistola fugere eos pnecepit, dieens:. 
Multi seductores exierunt in nunc mundum, qui non confitentur Jesum Christum in 
carne venisse. Hie est seductor et Antichristus. Videte eos, ne perdatis quod 
operati estis. Et rursus in epistola ait: Multi pseudo-prophetae exierunt de seculo; 
in hoc cognoscite spiritum Dei. Omnis spiritus qui confitetur Jesum Christum in 
carne venisse ex Deo est. Et omnis spiritus qui solvit Jesum Christum, nun est ex 
Deo, sed ex Antichrist© est. Hbbc autem similia sunt illi quod in Evangelio dictum 
est, quoniam verbum caro factum est, et habitant in nobis. Propter quod rursus in 
epistola clamat: Omnis qui credit, quia Jesus est Christus, ex Deo natus est, unum 
et eundem sciens Jesum Christum, cui apertae sunt portae cmli, propter camalem 
ejus assumptionem ; qui etiam in eadem came, in qua passus est, venit, glori&m 
revelans Patris. Adv. Haer. Lib. iii. c. 18. 
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The spurioi 
Ver. 7.— For there are three that bear record [in heaven, t 

witness in earthy the spirit, and the water, and the blood ; ai 
Hie only genuine words of St John in this passage are as 

one," that is, they agree together in their testimony concernir 
The evidence, to prove that the text included within brackets is spu: 

I. This text is not to be found in any Greek MS.* earlier than th 
some rather think, in any Greek MS. earlier than the sixteenth centi 
containing St John's first epistle, and omitting this text, amounte 
Twelve, when Mr Porson wrote against Archdeacon Travis. || Sev< 
been discovered, all of them agreeing in the same omission. The onl; 
the advocates for this text have urged in its defence are three, two of v 
be of the fifteenth century, if not rather of the sixteenth, and the thij 
century. 

II. The text is not to be found in any Latin MS. earlier than the n 
omitted in many of the later Latin MSS.1T In those MSS. in which 
variations of this verse ; there are frequent additions, omissions, and alte 
in some cases the verse precedes the present 8th verse, and in other ca 
it is not written in the text but in the margin; sometimes by the sam< 
whole manuscript; sometimes by a later hand; sometimes it occurs aft 
gives rise to the suspicion of forgery. In three MSS. which Bishop E 
text, coming after the present 8th, was joined by the phrase 'just as ' 
that it was at first a marginal commentary, and then a textual additior 
' For there are three that bear witness (in earth), $c, just as there are 
heaven,' &c. tt 

III. This text did not occur in any of the other ancient versions be, 
found in the MSS. (1) of the old Syriac, (2) of the later Syriac by P 
Syriac revised by Thomas Heracleensis ; nor (4) in the Coptic version; 
Arabic versions; nor (7) in the Ethiopic version; nor (8) in the Sclavo 
nian ; nor (10) in the Sahidic version. $§ 

IV. This text was never quoted by any of the Greek fathers, J ||| whet 
high opinions, concerning the Trinity. Various other passages of Sen 
ted to prove the existence of three persons in one God ; but this verse 
although it is the only text in Scripture that is actually to the point in s 
is the commonplace proof of modern Trinitarian systems. 

V. This text was not quoted by any Latin authority, before the end < 



* Manuscript. t 

% Professor Ponon's Letters to Archdeacon Travis, pp. 1 17, 126. Bengel, a c 
was of this opinion. See Michaelia'a Introd. vol. ir. p. 417. I Manuscript 

1T Belsham, p. 236. ** Porson, pp. 142, 143. ft Ibid. p. 148, 

§§ See Michaelia, vol. W. p. 418. Porson, pp. 157—208. Belsham, p. 237. 



63 

no similar verse, or one approaching to it, is to be found ? No, my rea- 
ders. You must learn that this verse was not written by St John. None 
of the fathers of the first four centuries could have thought of John in 
connexion with it, as worthy of praise or not, for they never saw the 
verse. It is a forgery of the latter end of the fifth century, and probably 
not for many centuries afterwards did it, as an interpolation, make its 
way among the manuscripts of the Latin version. It is not to be found 
now in any Latin manuscript earlier than the ninth century, nor in any 
Greek manuscript earlier than the fifteenth century. It has been rejected 
as spurious by many of the most learned divines of Europe, Trinitarian, 
Arian, and Unitarian. See the evidence against its genuineness in the 
accompanying map. 



CHAPTER V. 

Of the meal source* of Trhutarianism, and in particular the influence 
of the Greek Philosophy on the minds of speculating Christian 
writers. 

I have little doubt that a vague, unguarded, undescriminating venera- 
tion for Jesus Christ was one cause which contributed to his deification, 
(an important step in the construction of Trinitarianism). How many 
men in ancient times, who did service to tiieir contemporaries, and were 
eminently raised by their virtues, talents, or even successes, above others, 
were elevated by their unthinking admirers to the dignity of gods T Was 
not this the origin of the Greek Mythology ? It is not, then, to be won- 
dered at, that Jesus of Nazareth, who spake as " never man spake," who 
did miracles such as no ether person was enabled by God to perform, and 
whose life, death, resurrection, and ascension, were one grand chain of 
marvels, should be thought by his followers, in an age, and in ages, subse- 
quent to his disappearance from oarth, to have been much more than a 
son of man, when it was forgotten, or but slightly called to mind, who it 
was by whose power Jesus Christ was capacitated to be what he was. 

I say that I consider a vague and undiscriimnating admiration of Jesus 
Christ to have been one cause of the notion of his deity; a notion which 
interferes with the prerogative of the Almighty Father, and destroys the 
justness of our conceptions of Him. But whose fault was this ? Was the 
doctrine of the deity of Christ a fair inference from his miracles and 
virtues ? Not at all. Because the sun gives light and heat, fructifies the 
seed of the earth, causes the bud of spring, the flower of summer, and the 
fruits of autumn to appear, and confers happiness on the human race, it is 
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not surely right to infer, although the inference hae been drawn by mil- 
lion*, that the sun is a god, or the God of the universe. Ought the sun, 
then, to have been, removed from his place to have prevented the Persian 
from building temples to his honour? If not, wo cannot blame the 
miracles of Christ, or regret their performance, although the multitude of 
his professed followers have, from an early period, thoughtlessly enough, 
made this one ground for exalting him into comparison, more or less, 
with mat Supreme Being, by whose power, employed through Jesus 
Christ, the miracles were really done.* Men must reflect, and retract 
their wrong opinion, loosely formed. And no doubt after it shall have 
been withdrawn, Christians will not again fall back on such an error ; 
being taught by past experience to discrmiinate wisely. Correct opinions 
and conduct in individuals in all the walks of ordinary life, are the results 
of time and of experience, often after many errors. Even so is it with 
the most important views and feelings of the mattes of men. But truth 
will, in the course of time, prevail, and reap all the security of a final 
triumph. 

Along with a vague admiration of Christ's power and merit, some por- 
^ - tion of false shame, on being reviled by their enemies as the disciples of 
a crucified man, must have had an influence on many of the early Chris- 
tians, to induce them to form an opinion of their master having pre-existed 
as a Divine Intelligence. We know that to the Jews Christ crucified was 
"a stumbling-block, and unto the Greeks foolishness." Therefore, a desire 
on the part of those, who professed his name, to exalt him above the 
reproach of crucifixion, might instigate them to fancy, and then to assert 
him to have been a divine being or person, whose human nature only 
suffered. 

Nor were there wanting seme things in Scripture to countenance tins 
view of a pre-existing divinity in Christ ; the minds of interpreters being 
first prepared for such speculation. For scripture has been construed to 
suit the thoughts of many inventors in different ages. For example, when 
our Lord says that he " came down from heaven," (John vi. 38.) to pro- 
mote the service of God, nothing more was meant most likely, than that 
he came forth from the retirement in which he had held communion with 
heaven on the nature of his mission, its method of execution, and its future 
expected results. This receives explanation from Paul's remark, where 
he speaks of our conversation (that is, the life and conduct of Christians,) 
as being in heaven (Philip, iii. 30) ; not intimating the paradox of a per- 
sonal presence in the celestial world on the part of Christians who were 
yet upon earth, but of a life in conformity to, and in communion with, the 



• Jesus of Nazareth, a man approved of God among you by miracles, and won- 
ders, and signs, which God did by him in the midst of you, as ye yourselves also 
know. Acts ii. 22. 
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mind of God. Yet this expression of Christ, that he came down from 
heaven, might easily convey the idea of pre-existence and divinity to 
wonder-loving and credulous minds ; to men forgetful that Christ was a 
Jew, the descendant of David, and that he had throughout his life shown 
all the properties of a human being, and nothing more, except what was 
given to him by God for certain ends. 

In like manner, there were expressions of Christ concerning the close 
relation in which he stood to God, as a son to a father, which were also 
liable to misconception : " no man knoweth the Son, but the Father ; 
neither knoweth any man the Father, save the Son, and he to whomsoever 
the Son will reveal him. 7 ' (Matt. xi. 27.)* But what if such a passage as 
this has been construed to favour the notion that Christ, before he was 
born among men, had a divine nature, in which, and in consequence of 
which he held a very intimate co-existence and communion with the 
Supreme Being ? Have not other passages been thought to countenance 
the doctrines of Transubstantiation ; of Penance and the remission of sins 
by ecclesiastics ; of Roman infallibility ; and of persecution ? Take, for 
instance, the words of our Saviour : " This is my body," and " This is 
my blood." (Matt. xxvi. 96, 98. Mark xiv. 99, 94.) If we interpret 
Christ's language literally, without thinking, on the nature of the case, 
we are forced to believe that a piece of bread was the Lord's actual body, 
and that a portion of wine was his actual blood ; to such extravagancy are 
we driven, if we do not exercise our reason sufficiently, and with care. 
It is only by a deliberate reflection, on the words of Christ and of his 
apostles that we can gain an accurate Christian knowledge. And if such 
attention to the fair, sense of the words of Christ and his apostles was not 
made a particular point by imaginative. professors of the gospel in early 
ages, we need not be surprised that they. went on to conceive of their 
master as of a God, in accordance with a vague admiration of him, and 
a desire to escape from the obloquy of the cross. 

But what contributed more than all to the formation of Trinitarianism, £- 
was the influence of the Greek philosophy ; not meaning by that the reli- 
gious and moral doctrine of Anaxagoras and of Socrates, but such chime- 
rical fancies as were but too familiar to many Greeks, at and after the 
time of Christ. In other words, I refer to the influence of that philoso- 
phy, which has been called the Platonic, because its cultivators pretended 

• Which may be thus explained: No man knew the purpose for which Christ 
was sent abroad among men, and the purity of his intentions and conduct so tho- 
roughly as He who sent him, even the Eternal Father ; and no man was so acquainted 
with the character and plans of the Eternal Father as Jesus Christ, who was elected 
to be his Son, inspired with more than ordinary wisdom, and qualified, above any 
preceding prophet, to understand and to teach the knowledge of the Deity tq man- 
kind. 
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to borrow their notions principally, among other writers, from Plato ; but 
which ought more properly to be styled the Pseudo -Platonic* because it 
arose from a misconception on many points rather than a strict interpre- 
tation of Plato's language. Now I contend, that speculating Christians, 
from Justin Martyr and Clement of Alexandria down to Austin and 
Chrysostom, who had learned (some -of them previous to conversion,) this 
Pseudo-Platonic philosophy from the Greek schools, were they who 
brought the several parts of Trinitarianism by degrees forward, by 
means- of their writings, dogmatical and controversial, including their 
commentaries on scripture, their works drawn up against heretics, and 
their defences of the Christian religion as they understood it. 
. We have already (chap, iv.) seen something of the pernicious nature of 
the Gnostic philosophy, which, even in the -time of the apostles, was 
operating to the disadvantage of Christianity. But we are now to take a 
view of the influence of another, viz. the Pseudo-Platonic, which actually 
succeeded in marring the doctrine of the Gospel in its acceptation by the 
church. The points in this philosophy which assisted in the formation of 
Trinitarianism, may be stated under the three following heads. First, 
the doctrine of the pre-existence of souls, in its application to Jesus 
Christ. Second, the doctrine of a Second Divine Principle, called the 
Mind or Reason of God, different from the Supreme Deity. And third, 
the doctrine concerning the Soul of the world, as a Third Divine Prin- 
ciple. 

1. Plato himself had taught the opinion of the pre-etistence of all 
souls, f He maintained that the souls of men had been originally intended 
for celestial residences which God had assigned for them ; but that (for 
some cause or other,) they weresmf down into human bodies as into a 
sepulchre or prison.^ Plato was so strongly impressed with this opinion, 
that he made use of it as one of his arguments for a future life ; thinking 
that from the pre-existence there was a strong probability in favour of the 
future existence of souls. 

• Now this notion of the pre-existence of souls was, from Plato, commu- 
nicated to his followers, some of whom held it so late as the third and 
fourth centuries after. Christ, as Plotinus and Jamblichus among heathens,^ 
and Origen and Lactantius among philosophising Christians. || And if 
others, of the latter class did not defend it as a truth, all were certainly. 
familiar with it as a part of Pl&tonism and of their platonic education. . 

What, then, I ask, was more likely than that this notion (of the pre- 
existence of the intelligent part of man), since it was well known to 



* Platonic in pretence. 

f Dr Enfield's Hist, of Philosophy (on the basis of Brucker's Hist. Crit. PMJo- 

>), vol i. p. 239. ed. 1819. 
$ Ibid. § Ibid. vol. ii. pp. 63, 91. H Ibid. pp. 280, 283. 
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.philosophising Christians, should have been applied by them to the case 
of so extraordinary a person as Jesus Christ, those who bettered with 
Plato, or who had even only learned of him, inquiring whether anything 
in Christ had pre-existed in a higher state than his humble earthly condi- 
tion ? and how ? that they might account for the Saviour's miracles and 
purity of life, even though they should not again make use of the notion 
of the pre-existence of souls in reference to any common case* It is 
certain that Christ's pre-existence was a thought which came readily 
enough to the minds of philosophising Christians in the second and third 
centuries, after it had been altogether unknown in the apostolic age.; 
that is, as I should say, it came with sufficient ease to men acquainted 
with the Platonic idea of the pre-existence of souls, after a profound 
ignorance on the subject by those who were plain and unlearned followers 
of Jesus of Nazareth. 

2. Plato, who had taught the doctrine of One Great First Cause, who 
is above all things, and the Maker of the Universe, believed that His 
method of creation was conducted according to certain patterns, images, 
or ideas, existing from eternity in His own Mind.* The philosopher has 
occasion in his writings to speak very often of these patterns or ideas, 
and of the Divine Mind in which they eternally existed ; these subjects, 
indeed, forming an important part of his metaphysical system. But the 
consequence of this frequent reference, and in an obscure manner, to the 
Divine Mind, was the inference on the part of many of Plato's followers 
that their master taught the doctrine of a Second Divine Principle, called 
the Mind of God, or the Reason of God, distinct from God himself who 
was the First Great Cause, f 

Plato himself probably had no notion that this conclusion would be 
drawn ; nor has it, indeed, been inferred by his most respectable admirers, 
as Cicero, who was well qualified to judge on this subject, and Apuleius 
and Alcinous, who wrote commentaries on Plato in the second and third 
centuries after Christ. J But it was enough that the inference was a likely 
one, (owing to Plato's repetitions and obscurity of language,) to justify 
many of his imaginative and fanciful disciples in drawing it ; among whom 
were some who became converts to Christianity, still retaining an esteem 
and affection for Plato, their first instructor. 

Concerning these last, I would ask, is it not likely that seeking to 
reconcile the doctrine (as they understood it) of Plato, their first master, 
with that of Christ, their new one, they would endeavour to find, if possi- 
ble, the Second Divine Principle of their Platonic system in the New 

• Enfield, vol. i. pp. 233, £34. Priestley's Early Opinions, vol. i. p. 321. 
t Enfield, vol. ii. pp. 88, 89. 

$ I understand this from what Dr Enfield says in vol. i. pp. 229, 230. See also, 
lor Plato's opinions, Priestley, Hist, of Op. vol. i. p. 3^0—340. 
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Testament ? It is known from their own testimony that they did thus act; 
and it is also known that they satisfied themselves that they had found 
their Second Principle in the * word' of God described by St John in his 
Introduction to his Gospel. For one of the terms which Plato uses in 
speaking of the Mind of God is LOGOS ; and the same term, LOGOS, is 
what John employed in his Introduction to denote the word of God ; from 
which coincidence the philosophising Christians, rather than renounce their 
philosophy, inferred from John, as they had before done from Plato, (and 
without sufficient reason from either,) the doctrine of a Second Divine 
Principle, or Person. 

3. Plato had held the notion that the world, after it was formed by God 
out of primeval matter, received from its Architect a Soul, which was 
compounded of God's own substance and of matter ; meaning, conse- 
quently, a created Soul.* 

But Plato, in some parts of his works, when speaking of the world as 
animated by Soul, employs language of a higher and more dignified 
. nature + than was suited to a principle composed of Spirit and of matter. 
Some of his disciples, therefore, concluded that he entertained the notion 
.of two Souls, the one of which was Mundane, t that is, inhabiting the 
. world, (which was in reality Plato's idea,) and the other Super-mundane, 
being entirely of spiritual origin, and the Third Principle in the Deity, $ 
(which was the addition of Plato's followers). 

Whether it was with a notion in their minds of the Mundane Soul, or 
of the Super -mundane of Platonism, that philosophising Christians came 
to the study of the Scriptures, it would be difficult to say ; but I rather 
think that it was with the latter notion in the case of most of them. It is 
certain that they interpreted the texts of Scripture, which introduce the 
spirit of God, the spirit, the holy spirit, to accord with the idea which 
they had formed as Platonists, concerning some Third Principle, called 
■the Soul or Spirit of the world. 

In order to form an adequate conception of the force of a chimerical 
interpretation of Plato in giving birth to Trinitarianism, we ought to take 
some notice of the doctrine of the Trinity, as it was taught in one of the 
heathen schools of Alexandria in the third and fourth centuries. Not 
that this school was ignorant of the doctrine of the Christians ;|| for it 
professed to borrow from all systems whatever was good in each, and on 
this account has been called the Eclectic, or selecting school of philo- 
sophy. T[ But its principal object of admiration was Plato ; its members 
called themselves followers of that master, from whose writings chiefly 
they undertook to prove their system.** The founder of this school, at 

* Enfield, vol. i. p. 236. 

f Dr Cudworth's Intellectual System of the Universe, pp. 576, 579. 

X Ibid. pp. 576 and 562. § Ibid. || Enfield, vol. ii. p. 56. 

T[ Ibid. p. 55. ** Ibid. See vol. ii. book iii. chap. 4. sect. 4. 
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•the beginning of the third century , was Ammonias Saccas ; and some of 
Ihe writings of > four of ka most eminent doctors, vis. Plotinus, Porphyry, 
Jambliehus, and Proclus, still exist.* From the works of the first and 
last of these four, Dr Cudworth, in his Intellectual System, has taken 
-many quotations to exhibit their* views of their own Trinity, at great 
length. By a reference to 'those quotations it will be learned, how boldly 
and .unreservedly the doctrine of a Divine Trinity, founded on a loose 
interpretation of Plato, was taught in a school at Alexandria, not pro- 
fetring forth in the Christum religion. 

The Trinity of the Eclectic school may be thus described. It consisted 
of (1.) TO EN (to &), the One Being, who was self-existent, and the 
.source of all other existence. This- self -existent Principle was otherwise 
called TO AGATHON, the Supreme Good. (2.) NOUS or LOGOS, 
the Mind or Reason of God, proceeding from -the former Principle, which 
•was above all. And (3.) PSYCHE, or the Soul of the world, inferior 
to both the lastf Among these three Principles there was a gradual 
subordination of the Second to the First, and of the Third to both the 
First and the- Second. Still they all, according to Dr Cudworth, existed 
from eternity, as the only uncreated objects ; $ were of the same divine 
«ubstance or nature ; § and were equally indestructible. II They were 
sometimes called three Divine Hypostases, sometimes three Natures, 
three Principles, Causes, Opificers, and even three Gods. Yet, taken 
together, they constituted One' Divinity. U 

Is it asked, what was the reason why the members of the Eclectic school, 
(and others before them,) so interpreted Plato as to think him one of the 
lathers of such a system as Trinitarianism ? or, in short, why they themselves 
were so fond of that system ? I answer, that they very probably thought 
that the vast distance between the nature of the Supreme Deity and that 
of. matter, must be occupied by something intermediate, acting as a link 
*>r links between the First Cause on Ihe one hand, and what was material 
on the other. Accordingly, beginning with matter, and ascending 
.upwards, they would think that Soul, or that which merely animates, was 
next above matter ; and above this, Mind or Intelligence, being that which 
perceives and directs ; and above all, the First Great Agent, who existed 
of himself, and was the fountain of all other existence ; who was altogether 
and supremely good, being removed farthest from matter, which contained 
elements of evil. Arguing in this manner, and filling their, heads with 
.notions of Soul, and of Mind or Intellect above Soul, and of Sdfiexist- 
ence and Goodness above all, they became supporters at length of a 

* Enfield, vol. ii. book iii. chap. 4. sect. 4. 

+ Cudworth, pp. 546, 573, 578, 580, &c. Enfield, vol. ii. pp. 88, 89. Jortin's 
Rem. Ecc. Hist. vol. i. p. 385. t Cudworth, pp. 578—577. 

§ Ibid. p. 596. || Ibid. p. 577. If Ibid. p. 588. 
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Trinity of Divine substances, causes, or principles in the Godhead,- inter- 
preting their admired Plato to this effect. Nor will Dr Cudworth say 
that this Trinity was much inferior to that of the Christian doctors who 
lived earlier than the fourth century ; for he appears to be one of those 
students of history, (alluded to at page 29,) who were aware of the exist- 
ence of a subordination in the Christian Trinity prior to that time. Dr 
Cudworth admits that one might consider the advocates for the Eclectic 
Trinity " the more excusable, because the generality of Christian doctors, 
for the first three hundred years after the Apostles 9 times, plainly asserted 
the same (gradual subordination) ; as Justin Martyr, Athenagoras, Tati- 
anus, Irenaeus, the author of the Recognitions, Tertullian, Clemens 
Alexandrinus, Qrigen, Gregory Thaumaturgus, Dionysius of Alexandria, 
Lactantius, and many others." * 

Perhaps I shall now be anticipated when I say, that the fact of the 
existence of Pseudo-Platonic Trinitarianism, as taught in the Eclectic 
school of Alexandria, nay, that the fact of the existence of this sort of 
Trinitarianism before the foundation of that school, and of its having been 
entertained by many who subsequently became converts to Christianity, 
is a subject well known to many modern Trinitarians. In consequence 
of this, a method has been proposed by them for preventing this whole 
matter from leaving an impression unfavourable to the Christian Trinity. 

Nor altogether for this purpose, in a polemical point of view, but also 
for the sake of real satisfaction. I refer in particular to what has been 
said on this subject by Dr Cudworth already mentioned, the learned wri- 
ter of " The True Intellectual System of the Universe, &c," and by Dr 
Horsley, the champion for the Trinity on behalf of the Church of England. 

Both of these admit the existence (in the third and fourth centuries) of 
the Eclectic doctrine of the Trinity ; both of them assert that the doctrine 
of the Trinity was actually taught by Plato himself; both allege that it 
was known among heathens at even a much earlier period ; that it was 
received by Parmenides, Pythagoras, Orpheus, and the priests of early 
Egypt ; and that it formed part of the Persian and Chaldean theology. 
In short, they give to Trinitarianism a very high heathen origin ;— in 
order that they may at last bring in this conclusion, that it was a part of 
ancient tradition, first of all derived from God, and handed down through 
means of the patriarchal sages, f 

Now this may appear a plausible notion to those who are already per- 
suaded that the Trinity was taught by Christ and his apostles ; in that case, 
indeed, it forms a probable explanation. Otherwise, it does not ; but on 
the contrary seems to be a lame, unwarranted deduction. For how many 
systems would some agreement of ancient tradition prove ? Or rather, 



* Cudworth, p. 595, 



* Cudworth, p. 595. 

+ Ibid. pp. 547, 548. Horsley's Tracts, pp. 45—50. 
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how many systems would some agreement of ancient tradition present to 
us, leaving us at a loss which to choose P how to distinguish truth from 
error? the right faith from me false ? Indeed, let us but once trust to 
tradition, and we may, if we please, adore " gods many and lords many,'* 
in compliance with, the voice of idolaters from a period earlier than the 
time of Abraham. 

But I hesitate to believe the traditionary consent in favour of the Trinity 
as it is represented by Dr Cudworth and Bishop Horsley. I withhold 
my credence till a fuller exhibition of the subject than they have given. 

The Pseudo-Platonic origin of the Trinity of the Christian creeds is 
aptly confirmed by a point in ecclesiastical history, which, on account of 
its great interest and value, I have purposely reserved for this place. I 
mean me fact, however it has been disputed in part by Trinitarian writers, 
and may at first sight startle those hitherto unacquainted with it, vis., that 
the great body of the Jewish Christians, who separated from their Gen- 
tile brethren at a very early period, in order to gratify their disposition 
to unite the ceremonies of the law with the profession of Christianity, 

HSVBR BELIEVED IV THE DEITY OF CHRIST, SO fOT OS their fUstOTy i» 

known ; some of them thinking the Saviour to have been the eon of Joseph 
and Mary, and others of Mary only, by miraculous influence, but without 
any idea of his pre-ezistence* This is a. valuable point ; it is important 
on two distinct accounts. On its being proved, it will show, in the first 
instance, the high antiquity of Unitarianism 88 the only known faith of 
the Hebrew converts to Christianity. And it will also impress upon us, 
in the second place, how a perfect separation from the Gentiles, and con- 
sequently from the influence of the Gentile philosophy, acted in one 
instance as a preservative against Trinitarian innovation ; thus corrobo- 
rating the view which I have been defending, that it was Pagan science 
(so called) which principally assisted towards the introduction of the Tri- 
nity among the (Gentile) churches. 

We require to understand the names in ecclesiastical history, under 
which the Jewish Christian separatists went, in order to perceive the force 
of the evidence for their total freedom from Trinitarianism, which I am 
about to produce. The Jewish Christians go under only one name in the 
works of the earlier writers, as Irenams, Qrigen, and Ensebius. By these 
three men, they are called Ebionites ; and we may infer from TertaUian 
that mis is the name which he also was disposed to give them. No other 
class of Jewish Christians are mentioned by these writers ; and Qrigen, 
(one of the three just mentioned,) expressly includes in the term Ebionites 
all the Jewish Christians without exception. 

In the later writers, we find the Jewish Christians under two different 
names, Ebionites and Nazarenes. It is thus that they are brought before 
us by Epiphanius, Jerome, Austin, Theodoret, and many others. What 
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was the reason of the first solitary appellation, and what also was the 
reason of the addition which was afterwards made, will appear gradually 
in the course of my remarks ; and in the meantime the adjoining map will 
throw some light upon the subject. 

Let me mention one circumstance before I proceed. We are to sup- 
pose the city of Jerusalem to have been already destroyed by Titus ; the 
Jews and Christians driven from it by the Roman army, and those of the 
latter class, who were of Jewish extract, being the persons of whom I am 
to speak, retired to Fella and other places on the east side of the river 
Jordan, as a refuge. It is there, that is, on the east side of Jordan, that 
those called Ebionites, and afterwards Ebionites and Nazarenes, (by 
ecclesiastical writers,) existed, who will be shown to have been the body 
of Jewish Christians, and disbelievers of the deity of Christ. 

The Jewish Christian separatists under the name 0/ Ebionites. 

There are intimations in the book of Acts of the Apostles, that the 
question about the observance of the law of Moses was the cause of dis- 
turbance between the Jewish and Gentile converts at a very early period. 
All the apostles, including Paul himself, respected to a certain extent the 
Mosaic rites, that they might not give offence to their Hebrew brethren 
who were attached to them.* At the same time they decreed in favour of 
the Gentile Christians a full absolution from the same restraint ; declaring 
that those who wished to turn the Gentiles to Judaic rites, under pretence 
of this change being necessary to salvation, were acting wrong, and hin- 
dering the influence of the gospel, f During this period, the Jewish 
Christians were distinguished from the Gentile believers by only such 
names as they of the circumcision, the Hebrews, and the brethren in 
Judea. 

But after the destruction of Jerusalem, when the Jewish Christians, 
adhering to the law of Moses, and as much as ever attached to it, retired 
beyond Jordan, they appear to have gradually fallen away from commu- 
nication with the Gentile Christians ; and to have received, when thus 
separated, a new and distinct name, viz. that of Ebionites. What was the 
origin of this name ? 

The unbelieving Jews were in the practice of calling all the believers 
in Christ Nazarenes, t and probably the Jewish part of them in particular, 
coming more often in contact with them. On the other hand, the Gentile 
converts did not accept this name, rather preferring to be called Christ- 
ions, a title which they received first of all from the inhabitants of 



* Acts xxi. 20—26. Ver. 20. Thou seest, brother, how many thousands of Jews 
there axe which believe; and they are ail zealous of the law* 
f See Acts of the Apostles, chap. xv. 
}"A ringleader of the sect of the Nazarenes." Acts, xxi v. 5. 
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fters, but beginning with the events of the third. Whether 
after Matthew's time, is a question which cannot at all 
Matthew's original gospel, seems to me to be sufficiently 
disciples, during his life and ministry, other than the son of 
sorrowing." iv. 22. " And they said, Is not this Joseph's 
te, Jesus of Nazareth, the son of Joseph." vi. 42. " And 
ie faith of the gospel, never, in their sermons, speeches, or 
ore, which was complete on this subject, argued either their 
i the truth. 3. There are three false quotations from the 
described. (1.) It was remarked long ago by Symma- 
&c, (Matt. i. 23,) quoted from Isaiah vii. 14, has no 
eover, applied the prediction to an event which was to occur 
1 be forsaken of both her kings." ver. 16. (2.) There is no 
s, He shall be called a Nazarene." (3.) The statement 
ollectiou of a past event, viz., the deliverance of the Israel- 
all the children of Bethlehem under two years of age is not 
l Empire. It is almost incredible that such an event should 
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Antioch,* and afterwards from all Greeks, Romans, and barbarians, 
throughout the empire. In this case, one might suppose that the Gentile 
believers, holding by the name of Christians, might have conceded to the 
Jewish convert* the other appellation of Nazarenes, to which they them- 
selves (that is, the Jewish Christians) were not probably disinclined. 
But this act of favour was not granted, because the name of Nazarenes 
was most likely thought, though inferior to that of Christians, still too 
good for men, who attached importance to the law of Moses after the 
coming of Christ. On the contrary, a term of reproach seems to have 
been sought after ; which was found in the appellation Ebionites, denoting 
poverty, + whether bodily or mentally ; and the following appears to me 
to have been the immediate occasion of its application to the Jewish 
Christians. We learn from several fathers, that there was a man among 
the Jewish Christians of the name of Ebion, who distinguished himself 
not a little. He was probably a violent partizan, who, coming among 
the Gentile believers, gave them annoyance by the boldness of his lan- 
guage about the importance of the Mosaic rites ; and also concerning the 
proper humanity of Jesus Christ, from which the Gentile Christians had, 
in his time, begun to deviate, though it were only in a small degree. 
Now the Gentile Christians would very likely, as I conceive, when Ebion 
thus attracted their notice, be apt to call the Jewish Christian party, from 
which he had sprung, and whose views he was defending, persons like him, 
persons like this Ebion, whose name signified poor,% a very proper 
appellation for a party adhering to the " beggarly elements " § of the 
law, and which did not entertain sufficiently high notions (in the view of 
the Gentile believers) concerning Christ In short, the Gentile believers 
would be disposed, as I think, to call the Jewish Christians Ebionites, 
without meaning to say that Ebion was the founder of a sect, or father of 
a heresy ; an inference which is far too sweeping, though it serves the 
purpose of Trinitarian writers sometimes to draw it 

Thus far with a conjecture about the origin of a name ; let me come to 
my proofs, which is a thing of more importance. According to strict 
arrangement I ought, first, to identify, by proof, the name of Ebionites 
with that of the Jewish Christians ; and then, secondly, to show that those, 
» who were Ebionites, held the proper Unitarian doctrine. But several of 
the passages, which I shall quote, go to establish both of these things at 
once ; and there is also a citation from Origen which will bring before us 
the Unitarianism of the Jewish Christians directly, without the intervention 
of the term Ebionites. In consequence of these two circumstances, I 

* Acts xi. 26. 

f See the quotations from Origen and Eusebius, at pages 76, 77. 

X Ibid. 

§ Galatians, iv. 9. 
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prefer to proceed with my quotations after the order of chronology ; tear- 
ing it to my readers to decide, whether my evidence, taken as a whole, 
will be satisfactory. 

Irenaeus, A. D. 178. In the first book of his treatise against heretics, 
he has a particular chapter on the " Doctrine of the Ebionites,"* in which 
he describes their error as consisting in an adherence to the Jewish law, 
notwithstanding their belief in Christ, f We hence learn that he means 
by Ebionites at least some Jewish Christians ; and the doctrine of these 
concerning Christ is discovered by the following passages. Irenaeus says 
that the ' spiritual disciple ' will judge various classes of men, who hold 
incorrect doctrine, and among these, the Ebionites : " He will judge the 
Ebionites ; how can they be saved, unless he, who wrought their salvation 
upon earth, was God ? — And how can Christ have had more than Solomon, 
and more than Jonah, and have been the Lord of David, if it be said that 
he was of the same substance with them ?" t " The Ebionites are vain, 
not acknowledging through faith the union of God and man (in the per- 
son of Christ), nor being willing to understand how the Holy Spirit came 
upon Mary. "^ " Such an interpretation is incorrect, viz., that a young 
woman shall conceive and bring forth a son, as Theodotion of Ephesus, 
and Aquila of Fontus interpret ; whom the Ebionites following, say that 
Christ was begotten by Joseph." II 

Tertullian, A. D. 200. Tertullian does not mention the Ebionites, but 
he speaks of the doctrine of Ebion ; and it is quite common with this writer 
to put the name of a distinguished individual and his doctrine, for that of 
the name and doctrine of the party to which he belonged. Nor is it neces- 

* Quae est Ebionitarum doctrina. Lib. i. cap. 86. 

+ Qui autem dicuntur Ebionaei consentiunt quidem mundum a Deo factum, ea 
autem quae sunt erga Dominum non similiter ut Cerinthus et Carpocrates opinantur. 
Solo autem eo quod est secundum Matthseum EvangeKo utuotur, et apostolum Pau- 
lum recusant, apostatum eum legis dicentes. Quae autem sunt prophetica curiosius 
exponere nituntur, et circumciduntur ac perseverant in his consuetudinibus quae sunt 
secundum legem, et Judaico characters vitae uti, et Hierosolymam adorant, quasi 
domus Dei. Lib. i. cap. 26*. 

X Judicabit autem et Ebionitas ; quomodo possunt salvari, nisi deus est, qui salu- 
tem iliorum super terrain operatus est ? — Quomodo autem plusquam Salomon, aut 
plusquam Iona habebat, et dominus erat David, qui ejusdem cum ipsis fait substan- 
tia? Lib. iv. cap. 59. 

§ Vani autem et Ebionaei, unitionem del et hominis per fidem non recipientes in 
suam animam ; neque intelligcre volentes, quoniam spiritus sanctus advenit in 
Maria. Lib. v. 

|| Non ergo vera est quorundam interpretatio, qui ita audent interpretari scriptu- 
rara : Ecce adolescentula in ventre habebit, et pariet filium, quemadmodum et 
Theodotion Ephesius est interpretatus, et Aquila Ponticus, utrique Judiei proselyti, 
quos sectati Ebionai t ex Joseph generatum eum dicunt Lib. iii. cap. 24. 
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sary that we should infer from Hie connexion by Tertullian of the name 
of Ebion with the doctrine of the proper humanity of Christ, that he was 
the author of that doctrine, as some would have it. * Otherwise, we 
should be obliged also to infer from Tertullian's connecting the same 
.name with the defence of legal observances, that Ebion was the first 
advocate for the Mosaic law among Christians, an opinion which our 
acquaintance with the Acts of the Apostles would, of course, overturn. 
The passage in Tertullian, which connects the name of Ebion with the 
observance and defence of the Mosaic law, is as follows : " And in his 
epistle to the Galatians Paul declaims against those who were observers 
and defenders of circumcision, and of the law; this is the heresy of 
£&fon."t But this was not the heresy of Ebion alone, or as having him 
for its author. In like manner we must judge with respect to those pas- 
sages which connect Ebion's name with the doctrine of Christ's strict 
humanity : " This opinion," says Tertullian, " might accord very well 
with the sentiment of Ebion, who declared Christ to have been merely a 
man, of the race of David." J " Now that I may answer," he again says, 
" candidly : the Son of God could not have been begotten in the ordinary 
way of men, unless he was altogether a son of man, having nothing more 
(in substance) than Solomon or Jonah ; which would be to coincide in 
opinion with Ebion" § But Ebion has no 'claim as the inventor of the 
doctrine ascribed to him in these passages, any more than in the first 
passage where he is made the defender of the Mosaic law. The three 
passages just prove that Ebion, who was a Jewish Christian adhering to 
the law, was also a believer in the strict humanity of Christ ; indicating 
thus (according to Tertullian's manner,) the faith of the body of men to 
which he belonged. 

Origen, A. D. 230. The testimony of this father is most explicit and 
satisfactory, leaving no room to doubt that all the Jewish Christians were, 
according to his knowledge, properly Unitarians. In the following pas- 
sage, the Jewish believers are introduced to our notice without the name 
of Ebionites : " And when you consider," he says, " what belief they or 
thb jbwish sack, who belikve in jksus, entertain of the, Saviour, some 

* Dr Jamieson's Vindication, in reply to Priestley, voL ii. p. 47. et seq. 

f Et ad Galatas scribens, invehitur in observatores et defensores circumcisionis 
et legis: Hebionig bseresis est, De Pro. haeret. cap. 33. 

% Potent hfiec opinio Hebioni convenire, qui nudum hominem, et tantum ex 
semine David, id est, non et Dei filium, constituit Jesum. De Came Christi, 
cap. 14. 

§ Nunc ut simplicius respondeamus, non computebat ex semine humano Dei 
filium nasci, ne si totus esset filius hominis, non esset et Dei Alius, nihilque haberet 
amplius Salomone et amplius Iona, et de Hebionis opinione credendus erat. Ibid, 
cap. 18. 
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dunking that he took his being from Maty and Joseph, and others indeed 
from Mary only and the Divine Spirit, but still without tiny belief of hie 
divinity: you will understand, &c" * Origen adds no information con- 
cerning any Jewish Christians who did believe Christ's deity. We learn 
from this passage that the Jewish Christians must have begun to be, 
according to Origen's information, of two classes, (which they are not 
known to have been before,) some believing, and others disbelieving, the 
miraculous conception, but both of them ignorant of the deity of Christ. 
This new distinction should be borne in mind, for it will explain some 
things which will very soon follow. It is a distinction which is again 
presented to us in another passage, where the Jewish Christians are' intro- 
duced, and are called Ebionites : " But some of the Jews," Origen says, 
" believed in Jesus, and in consequence boasted to be Christians ; and 
yet they were willing to live after the manner of the Jewish law. These 
are the two sorts of Ebionites, who either, like ourselves, confess 
Jesus born of a virgin, or think that he was not born in that manner, but 
like other men." f The same distinction is again hinted at in a passage, 
where Qrigen speaks of certain sectaries whom he calls " the Ebionites of 
both kinds." t That Origen, when mentioning the Ebionites, meant all 
the Jewish Christian body, will be evident from the following passage, 
which, on being attended to, will incline us to attach the greater import- 
ance both to what this father himself has just said' above, and also to what 
had been stated before by Irenaeu* and Tertullian on the subject of the 
Ebionites and the doctrine of Ebion. " They of the Jews, who believe 
in Christ," says Origen, " have not abandoned the law of their ancestors ; 
for they live according to it ; bearing a name which corresponds with the 
poor expectations which the law holds out. For a beggar is called among 
the Jews (that is, in the Hebrew language,) Ebioti. And they of the Jews 
who have received Jbsus as thb Christ, go by the name of Ebionites." § 



* This is very nearly the translation by Dr Horsley. Tracts, p. 85. — K«2 1«£» 
tZfjs rSt kxi 'Uibtuw wurnuitrtn ue rit 'iticovv rip «$# rw r^ng* sr/rr*», 'irt /Mt ■* M«g/«f 
xcu I6rttf M/tint* aurov itvou, <irt (Atjt ix %« fArr* xeu rw &«/w jtn^umw, w f*w utti furk 

rns *ip «vr<5 d-Mto?S«f, tyu, x. r. x. Com. in Matt sect. 161. 

*f" "Erra*** 3J ring tuu rit 'W«vi> artdigt/tUMi, &t *«(« tmot Xgiro^M* tttm ovgawfif, St) 
il xark rit 'laubaitn tip** »< r* 'Uu&cuw rAijftJ Guvt iOtXstru. Ount it Urir d d/rrM 'E£mwmm'<n, 
firti ix tettfiiiw ifttkayovvrts ipttSs fyu* rit 'Iqfftw, n wx writ ytyufar&m, uJJC v$ rove *m**k 
t\r8(*r<*>S' Contra Celsum. 

% EjVi ykf rttu *"prue rat TletCXtv ItrurT&km* «5 kxtwrikeu pr) 9{wttf*umt s wrvtg 'ECmtam 
ki*tyripi. In Celsum, lib. vi. p. 274. 

§ This is Dr Horsle/s own translation. Tracts, p. 170. The learned polemic, 
in order to get rid of the evidence of this last passage, had the hardihood to tax Ori- 
gen with falsehood (Tracts, p. 173), which was the occasion of much controversy 
with Dr Priestley. CM in 'l«£«/«» tit 'Ivw» mentmru cv x*rmfaXtiara*i rit rlrfw tip*i t 
Pitta y*{ xttr *vrh y iwrntvp* rr,g x»ra rr,t ixStgw xrmx**** **5 **/**> yvwnpxm' 'E£iw n y*t 
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Whatever then had been said before concerning £bioa and the Ebionitef , 
may be conceived, according to this view of Origen, as having been true 
of the general body of Jewish Christians ; that is, that by the testimony 
of Irerueus and by an inference from Tertullian, they believed Christ to 
be altogether like other men in substance ; and that by the testimony of 
Origen, they must have become of two sorts, some believing and others 
disbelieving the miraculous conception, but both denying the deity of 
Christ. 

Eusebiii8, A. D. 315. In the testimony of Eusebius we have that of a 
professed ecclesiastical historian, and one of the most distinguished men 
of his time. As he lived, too, (page 27,) in Palestine, he was not far 
from the residence of the Jewish Christians, and therefore he was well 
qualified to judge concerning them. The first passage which I shall quote 
from him contains a declaration of the identity of Unitarianism with the 
name of Ebionites, and also evidence of the very high antiquity of this 
name. " The early heralds of our Saviour," he says, " called those 
Ebionites, which in the Hebrew language signifies poor, who, not denying 
the body of Christ, showed their folly in denying his divinity." * In the 
following passage, Eusebius seems to allude to only one class of Ebion- 
ites, viz., those who, according to Origen's division, disbelieved the 
miraculous conception: "This," he says, "was the interpretation of 
Theodotion of Ephesus, and of Aquila from Fontus — whom the Ebionites 
following, maintain that Christ was begotten by Joseph." f But in the 
next passage, which indeed constitutes the greater part of a complete 
chapter on the Ebionites, we have a full account of them, of their two-fold 
division, being the same with that of Origen, and of their adherence to the 
law of Moses : " Others," he says, " whom a malignant demon was not 
able to turn away from the plan of God with regard to Christ, yet because 
he found them weak in some respects, he reduced them into his power. 
These were rightly called Ebionites by the ancients as those who think 
meanly concerning Christ. For they considered him to be merely a man, 
like other men, but approved on account of his excellence in virtue, being 
the son of Joseph and Mary. And they thought that it was altogether 
necessary that they should observe the ceremonies of the law.— Others 
again, called by the same name, fled from the absurd opinion of the for- 
mer, not denying that the Lord was born of Mary and the Holy Spirit. 



tyrm *«{«*iW' M '« Iq Celsum, lib. ii. p. 56. 

* Kmi cutrtv il rov 2»mpf n/juiv ti v{*nx%(v*if 'ECmw«/«* v9«/jaZ»* 7 'ECpuxji <p*t*i rrlgtur 
rip 2) iautu bx»*mXwrTUt rtiv i'»» fMt 0m» Xtyirrett uiitau, xeu r«S ring* « rttput, /uq ofw- 
futwft ni* U «» vlov &t*mr« fAft iftwrof. Ec Theol. lib. i. cap. 14. 

•j" 'Sit ©«$•«'*» ftyAniutrti i 'Efir**, mm) Axfo«; i Ttifrixf, &/*f *-!{« 'Uvltu'o* nptffruxu' 
o'n x«r«*«X«u0qr«i>rtf « 'E&mcu*, if 'Mm? «vr«v ytyitttir&ou forxwr*. Hist lib. V. cap. 8. 
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But still, not allowing that he pre-existed as God, the Word, and Wisdom, 
they were drawn into the impiety of the first ; especially in that they made 
it an object to observe the law.— They (that is, both parties) kept the 
Sabbath, and other Jewish customs. But on the Lord's days, they acted 
in a similar manner with us, in remembrance of the resurrection of the 
Lord." * This I consider to be a very clear description of the Jewish 
Christians under the name of Ebionites ; from which it is evident that none 
of them believed Christ's deity. 

The Jewish Christian separatists under the names of Ebionites and 
Nazabenes. 

The occurrence of the name of Nazarenes in connexion with the history 
of the Jewish Christian separatists for the first time in a writer so late as 
Epiphanius, (who flourished about A. D. 368,) creates several questions. 
First, was this name the designation of a different class, among these 
separatists, from the Ebionites already mentioned ? This is what such 
men as Dr Horsley think, and would be glad to have the means of proving, 
since it furnishes them with an opportunity of forming conjectures con- 
cerning the orthodoxy of this (supposed) different class, in regard to the 
doctrine of the Trinity. But the probability of this notion is destroyed, 
not only by the silence of the more ancient writers as to the existence of 
a Nazarene sect differing from the Ebionites as they understood them, but 
also by the express evidence, which we have seen, that the term Ebionites 
was the name for the Jewish Christian separatists in general, and that the 
Jewish Christians, (so Qrigen has declared without using any particular 
name,) whether they believed or disbelieved the miraculous conception, 
agreed in the denial of the divinity of Jesus Christ, Nor is there any- 
thing which is at variance with this in later history. In the second place, 
then, was the term Nazarenes just another name for the whole body of 
Jewish Christians ? To this I answer, that the Jews called all the con- 
verts to Christianity Nazarenes, and most probably those of their own race 



("AA*4Uf il i trwnf/H imipm tw «ng< tw> T^urw t#w 8i*7 hmBtriat xivrxrm ixn/riu, 3-«n- 
{•Xfrrtt* tvpm irftrifi&r: ECunmtut vvrmtt otzuSs IvtQfifjui* m *(6t* rr«%«f mat) rtunnSt 
t£ irifj rtu Xf/rrw digotwTor Air* fuv y&f mM» mu xcivtv %ymtrr* xmrk xpxbnrt tjfctv mvrw 
/uUftf it8(**f fetaMUff/EMMr J{ •>&{* tJ uuftttiut nmi *${ M«{/«f WirijpUMr MV il **rrv# 
«vTtSr *w m^W &{nr*iMtf , *e ftq kt luL pirns vfe ik w X^/rw wtrrutg nmi rmi xxs aMp 
fitw «rm8n**f*imt. 'AAA* 3) wttfk r«vmw nk cctmit *r«* wf$rn3rt**t 9 «fc fA* reh lipytiMw Ixxt- 
t#» fctd/dgarx* krbrttuty ix wetfBitcv xet) r«v kyiw *rtvf**rf ph kfpmtfMM yvytivm tw *£gM»* #w 
fjflit W ifMtSf xeu tSrtt wpu**{%Uf ovtm 8si» Xiyw mtm xeu nfiew ifuXryvtrtCi rf r£v wprifm 
wtfHT(i**vi 8wrnCi/»* fUtktrrm Jrt xmi r$» trmftrntixim my w *if*»t Xxrpixt i/m£t ixume 
trtftiwut \rw9uh*lH , -——xw « f*4t 2£CC«t* xmi t^f 'Imibcuxip kXXrp kytiynr ipstSc ixumc r«p- 
fukmrrw. Tmt 3* *Z xvfmxmt 4)fU{W( 9 tyut rm fMfturXto* tit ptfyutr tw nv xvfitv iuturrm- 

impart, rnv tnt lu*r*ia< xrmx***' »Mh vnQtuufTH' *mvm» y*{ i*izk*v i *t*%* **% '£&(***( 
iffUi%rau. Hist. lib. iii. cap. 27. 
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in particular. But at the same time the later Christian fathers, such as 
Epiphanius, Jerome, &c, following the notions prevalent among those 
of their own class in their time, have made two distinct sects of Jewish 
Christians, the Ebionites and Nazarenes, not however as if the latter 
believed the deity of Christ. So that this second question must be 
answered in the negative as far as ecclesiastical testimony is concerned ; 
and it is of this that I am speaking. 

In the third place, then, was the term Nazarenes another name for a 
part of the old body of Ebionites, the other part still retaining the first 
appellation ? This appears to me to be the most probable solution. It 
seems, to my apprehension, that that portion of the former Ebionites, which 
was described by Origen and Eusebius as believing the miraculous con- 
ception, was that also which Epiphanius and others have called Naza- 
renes. Nor only so, but I think that those persons were thus called, in 
order that they might be distinguished from the other class, the name of 
Nazarenes having, as I conceive, been allowed at last by the Gentile 
Christians in order to create this distinction, though it Was at first denied 
to the general body of separatists, as too favourable for adherents to the 
ceremonies of the law. That this is likely to have been the truth of the 
matter, and that at all events there was no class of Jewish Christians of 
whom it can be proved from the later writers that they believed in the 
deity of Christ, I hope to show in four propositions, under which, as they 
succeed each other, will be ranked all the remaining ecclesiastical evi- 
dence which I think it necessary to cite on this subject. 

1. Epiphanius, who has given to the Nazarenes and Ebionites a separate 
chapter for each, representing them as distinct sects, is scarcely able to 
find even the same difference, and certainly not a greater difference 
between them concerning the person of Christ, than what had been before 
stated by Origen and Eusebius as existing between the two classes of 
Ebionites. While he says of Ebion that " he maintained that Christ was 
begotten by a man, even Joseph," * all that he can declare more concern- 
ing those whom he calls Nazarenes amounts to this, that he is not quite 
certain whether they were of the same opinion, or believed the miracu- 
lous conception. " Concerning Christ," says Epiphanius, " I cannot say 
with certainty, whether they, too, (the Nazarenes,) carried away with the 
impiety of the aforementioned Cerinthus and Merinthus, think him a mere 
man, or affirm, as the truth is, that he was begotten of Mary by the Holy 
Spirit." t According to Epiphanius, the Nazarenes " took their origin 



* Ti *(&■*, Z\ in rm^ttrfiCne mat fieiytmirH &»){*, nvrtrrh raw 'Iori}?, rfc Xf<Vr» ytyipfr- 

$■«/ Ixtyu. Haer. SO. p. 185. 

•f" Ilif i XgiVrw M *>* film uwuv u xma ttvrm tf viip wprupyMtit *%$ Kqf/r0» x«j Miff/nfa 
fjUX* 1 *'* ijefcVrtt, i^iXw &rfpMrw> M/but«wvv, 4 mmBSt 4 kXtfiu* l^v, hk witbfAMTH kyimt yvyt- 

,*r3*< «« Vmtimt ZmCtC«**d>r*u. Haer. 89. p. 12a 
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after the destruction of Jerusalem, when all the disciples lived at Pella ; 
Christ himself having warned them to leave Jerusalem at the approach of 
the siege;"* and afterwards he states that "Ebion lived contempora- 
neously with them (the Naaarenes), and set out from the same source." f 
Moreover, Epiphanius places both parties, viz., the Ebionites and 
Nazarenes, together in that list of heretics, whom he considered St 
John to have found it necessary to confute by the publication of his 
gospel, t 

9. Jerome is so far from thinking that any important distinction should 
be made between the Nazarenes and Ebionites, that, though he also con- 
siders them as separate sects, he does not scruple to refer to the one party 
as explanatory of the other, in one instance. It is true that this instance 
was a case where their common adherence to the law of Moses formed the 
feature of likeness ; but this does not entirely remove the notion which we 
are apt to form of their being otherwise very little distinguished from each 
other, when Jerome connects them together after the following manner : 
" What shall I say of the Ebionites who profess themselves to be Chris- 
tians? There is to this very day in all the synagogues of the East a 
heresy among the Jews, called that of the Minei, even till now condemned 
by the Pharisees, and commonly called Nazarenes, who believe in Christ 
the Son of God, born of the virgin Mary, and say that it was he who 
suffered under Pontius Pilate and rose again, in whom we also believe. 
But while they wish to be both Jews and Christians, they are neither Jews 
nor Christians." § From this passage it appears that Jerome wished to 
speak of the Ebionites as persons who adhered to the Jewish law ; but that 
on further reflection, he refers rather to the case of those whom he intro- 
duces as Nazarenes as being much the same; making no distinction 
between the two parties, except that he speaks of the latter as believing 



* 'Ejuifkr fJM it ct^xM yiyrt fHrm mt bri w» 'hpetXuftm (d*r£0+m*tf, «-«vr«r riit /imB^vm 

i/uiAXi s-£fx«r r«Xi«gx/«v* umi ix r« rrnvrnt vwtOuru* rit IIi{au«i> ttxq*£vTif, ixuri it ipp >«'- 
r(iCer Smt&v 4 mmt» t*0( N«£«f«/«v ouprte ifgi **' «fX*P* Haer. 89- p. 183. 

*f- 0?rw -y*i i 'EC/aw r6yzt»* /**" *■»»■» vrtjggif, mr mvrSt 2} tin cvv«!f iyi&rmt. Haer. 
30. p. 125. 

% At* mm 'laAnne SXftW i fuunk^H% m) &p* nvf i m tffmm <jrx«friyifm* *ip ri* umrA 
XfirrtS wmpueieu, *m tm 'E&mmlm rXttwifrtm* hm r$r heuytm Xfirrtv ytwtmtoyim*, i*i 
*AC(«4ft nmrmwiunp) xmi \auxm iumy^Mngt i^C' *■■' 'Aft^ i u m i tmr Na lffr i* , »tu &AAjw 
wixxmt mifirur Haer. 69. p. 747. 

§ Quid dicam de Hebionitis, qui Christianos esse simulant ? Usque bodie per 
totas prientis synagogas inter Judteos hsreais est, qui dicitur Mineorum, et a Phari- 
ssis nunc usque damnatur, quos vulgo Nazaneos nuncupant, qui credunt in Christum 
fUium Dei, natum de virgine Maria, et eum dicunt esse qui sub Pontio Pilato passus 
est, et resurrexit, in quern et nos credimus ; sed dum volunt et Judaei esse et Chris- 
tiani, nee Judaei sunt nee Christiani. Opera, voL i. p. 634. 
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the miraculous conception, which is just what Origen and Eusebius hare 
said of the second class of Ebionites. 

3. It appears that if those of the Jewish Christians who believed the 
miraculous conception (that is, as I should say, if the second class of 
Ebionites) obtained the title of Nazarenes, the other class who did not 
acknowledge any miraculous conception (that is, as I should say, the first 
class of Ebionites) sought to obtain the same appellation of Nazarenes, 
and did actually obtain it to some extent This makes it likely that the 
name of Nazarenes was only a title which was in the course of being gra- 
dually yielded af last to all the Jewish Christians, though in fact the first 
class of Ebionites did not succeed in acquiring it beyond a certain limit. 
We read in Austin of Jewish Christians, to whom, without any reserve, 
was accorded the name of Nazarenes. We read also of others who were 
called sometimes Nazarenes, and otherwise Symmachians. Now Symma- 
chus was an Ebionite, and of the first class,* a distinguished man, who 
translated the Old Testament into Greek, as we are informed by various 
of the ancients ; nor only so, but who wrote to " prove his doctrine, con- 
tending about the Gospel of Matthew." f From him came the term Sym- 
machians, given to those Jewish Christians who believed that Jesus Christ 
was strictly a man, as we are told by Ambrose : " The Symmachians," he 
says, " are those who, while they observe the law, profess to be Christians, 
describing Christ as not God and man, but as man only." J It is con- 
cerning these Symmachian Ebionites that Austin gives us information, 
that they partially obtained the title of Nazarenes. " And now," he says, 
" there are certain heretics who call themselves Nazarenes, but by some 
are called Symmachians, who practise the circumcision of Jews, and the 
baptism of Christians." § Again he says : " If any one of the Nazarenes, 
whom others call Symmachians, shall object, &c. — These are they whom 
Faustus has mentioned under the name of Symmachians or Nazarenes, 
who exist in small numbers even to our day." || 

* " Syimnachus," says Eusebius, " was an Ebionite, and the heresy of the Ebion- 
ites consists in believing that Christ was the ofispring of Joseph and of Mary." 
T«i> ft p« » lymnbrm ounmt %f n6rtn \*ri* 'ECmwm'w rfc lupprnxw writar mynt ft UxU 4 
«wt ' F& m ai m «k» mrnXw/Mttj rSr rfr X;/rrn> if 'Wify xtu-Mmfimf yvytam fttfiUrrm. Hist, 
lib. vi. c. 17. 

f Km) bnfvnfutr* ft nS 2iycp4z« star) mh <ft<W U tlf Mmu *gfc ri mmrd M««fe/* i*«- 
nnipam wayyiXt—y nfr fe&fXajuW tupftr s£«*vma>. Ibid. 

$ Sicnt et Symmachian! qui ex Pharisaeis originem trahunt, qui, servata omni 
lege, Christians se dicunt, more Photini Christum nan Deum et hominem sed 
hominem tantammodo dsfinientes. ProL Com. in Galat 

$ Et nunc sunt quidam havetici, qui se Nazarenos vocant, a nonnullis autem 
Symmachiani appellantur, et circumcisionem habent Judaorum, et baptismum 
Christianorum. Cent. Cresconium, lib. i. 

|| Et tamen hoc si mini Nazaneorum objiceret quisquam quos alii Symmachianos 
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4< The description which Theodoret has given of those whom he calls 
Nazarenes is, that they believed in Christ as a righteous man, " The 
Nazarenes," he says, " are JewB who honour Christ as a righteous man." * 
As Theodoret here does not limit the name of Nazarenes by any additional 
term as that of Symmachians, we cannot understand him as referring to 
any other class of persons than those who commonly received the former 
name, thus identifying these with the disbelief of the deity of Christ ; though 
I do not think he prevents us from conjecturing that they believed the 
miraculous conception in conformity with a former statement by Jerome. 

To all this let it be added, that Trinitarian divines, who have often 
made the attempt, have never yet succeeded in showing that the Nazarenes 
went farther in opinion concerning Christ, than the belief of the miraculous 
conception. On the whole, therefore, I conclude that the faith of the 
general body of ancient Jewish Christians, so far as their history is known, 
was Unitarianism ; that they were free from those errors concerning the 
Deity, and the person of Christ, into which the Gentile Christians were 
led by those philosophical prejudices which were explained at the begin- 
ning of this chapter. 

And here I think of bringing my narrative to a close, having already 
extended it beyond nry intention when I commenced writing. To my 
readers, if they are enquirers for the primitive religion of Jesus Christ, I 
would now recommend, before parting, the study primarily and especially 
of Christ's own sermons and example, as recorded in the four evangelical 
histories. Or if it be thought that the Apostles, after Christ's ascension, 
and the effusion of the spiritual influence of God on them, were directed 
by Him to teach more fully and explicitly concerning the things which 
were connected with his kingdom, I would request a serious attention, 
after the four gospels, to the .book of Acts of the Apostles. The study 
of these five books in a leisurely manner would prepare the way for a 
better knowledge of the other parts of the New Testament than these tot 
can furnish by themselves, especially when they are taken, as is often the 
case, in detached and disconnected parts. The book of Acts is an inva- 
luable history, furnishing a sufficient detail of the doctrine and practice 
of the church of Christ, when it was under the superintendence of Peter, 
and James, and John, and Paul, men of honest hearts, of undivided piety, 



appellant, etc^Hoc igitur tempeiamentum moderamenqne spiritus sancti per apoa- 
talos operands, cum displieuisset cgsibusdam ex circumcisktte eiedeantasy qut msec 
nan inteffigebent, in es pervenitats msnserent, i* et genles coger^ jsriibase. II 
sunt quos Faustus Symmacmianorum vel Nasaroonim nomine «wmn«aieravit, qui 
usque ad nostra tempera jam quidem in exigua, sed adbue tamen in ipsa patftifcte 
perdurant. Cont. Faust. Mb. xix. 

* OS *i N«l«g«/ M '1*2*1* ito, i), XfiVm rtpSms it m9fmm hmdm. Hear. Fib. lib, 
ii. cap. 2. 
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firmness, composure, benevolent enterprise, whose names will be long 
remembered and loved, when the philosophizing corrupters of the truth 
will have found very few to uphold their memory. The book of Acts 
contains an account of upwards of fifteen sermons and speeches delivered 
on public and private occasions, by those pillars of the ancient faith. I 
will venture to say, that in none of these sermons and speeches, nor in 
any of the other words of the first teachers recorded in the Acts, will there 
be found (except in two misunderstood passages,) * any countenance to 
the notion of the deity of Christ The Apostles have invariably described 
their Lord as a man, whom God predicted, whom God anointed, whom 
God raised from the dead, whom He made a prince and a Saviour, and 
through whom He dfiered the forgiveness of sins. Christ is introduced 
to us as a man, even in his highest office, that of judge of the human race ; 
for God (so declared Paul at Athens,) " will judge the world in righteous- 
ness by that man whom he hath ordained ; whereof he hath given assurance 
unto all men in that he hath raised him from the dead." Acts xvii. 31. It 
is this very man whom Paul preached, and not the pre-existing subordi- 
nate divinity of Justin Martyr, or the second person of the perfect Trinity 
of the Athanasian creed, that I seek to acknowledge as the Saviour of 
the world by God's appointment. Nor in this way do I derogate from 
Christ any of his real honours, which he achieved by an unbroken course 
of obedience to his heavenly Father's will, in the midst of suffering and 
privation. By no means ; no more, in fact, than the Apostle, who, whilst 
he represented Christ to his auditors as a man, mentioned also, as we 
have seen, that God will employ him in passing judgment upon the world. 
* 1, indeed, honour Christ's precepts as the voice of God. I look back 
with pleasure on his hallowed life, as the clear mirror of Heaven's own 
greatness, and of Heaven's own love. The recollection of Christ's igno- 
minious death is my antidote against the evils of life. And the hope of 
immortality, which his resurrection has secured, is what bends my heart, 
when tired of the world's vanities, to the consolations of a better age. It 
is through the name of Christ, as the Son of God's affection (I know 
nothing about an eternal generation) ; it is through the name of Christ, as 
the ambassador of peace to men, who, at his coming, (and too often 
since,) were following the strange devices of their own hearts, that I 
humbly confess the sins which I have committed against the laws of the 



* Acts vii. 59. " And they stoned Stephen calling upon [God] and saying, Lord 
Jesus, receive my spirit." The word ' God' is an addition in the English transla- 
tion ; when removed, the, verse will read: " And they stoned Stephen calling upon 
and saying, Lord Jesus, receive my spirit." Acts xx. 28. For ' feed. the church of 
[God] which he hath purchased with his own blood,' read, according to the emen- 
dation of Griesbach on the authority of the best manuscripts, * feed the church of 
the Lord,' that is, the Lord Jesus Christ. 
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Eternal Ruler. And it is because one man's righteousnes* has been 
associated with the affairs of men, so as to make the human race altogether 
a more pleasing object of. contemplation to the Divine Being, that I am 
the more satisfied of what my reason otherwise dictates, that God will 
forgive all men their trespasses if they forgive one another. And I 
believe, in conclusion, that God will actually judge the world in righteous- 
ness by him whom, having already tried, he hath found to be complete, 
even Jesus Christ. From that judgment, the oppressor of human weak- 
ness, the .corrupter of innocence, and the malignant envious poisoner of 
social happiness, will not escape with impunity. 



SUPPLEMENTARY NOTES. 



Pag* 20. 
Since writing the paragraph which introduces the Second or Semi-Trinitarian 
period, in chapter ii., I have had occasion to consult various of the ancient authorities 
there referred to, in addition to some others which I had before examined. In the 
course of this labour, I carefully compared more than half ike amount of Latin and 
Greek quotations in this pamphlet with the places in the works from which they 
were taken, finding them invariably to be correct. And if my time and means had 
permitted, I should have gone over all the others in the same way. 
Pages 28, 29. 

My reason for placing Athanasius at the end of the Semi-Trinitarian period of 
church history, rather than at the beginning of the third period, did not arise out of 
an idle wish to prolong the former epoch beyond its real limit. But the passages 
which I produced from Athanasius give evident supremacy to the Father Almighty. 
Athanasius is said to have adhered to the Nicene creed (what I call the Semi-Trini- 
tarian,) to the end of his life, desiring no better exposition of his faith. And those 
who have been well qualified to judge of his writings have declared, that the opinions 
of a later age, entertained by Jerome, Austin, Chrysostom, and others, concerning 
the absolute co-equality in all respects of the three persons of the Trinity, went so 
far beyond what they conceive to have been the doctrine of Athanasius, that they 
cannot believe that he himself would have given the later opinions countenance. 
That Athanasius went a great length in zeal for the Trinity in a very high form, 
cannot be denied. TJet zeal was a common quality in those times. Were not the 
Arians zealous ? Were not the Semi- A nans zealous f Were not all the parties 
who then divided the church instigated by zeal f 

Pages 23, 24, and 33, 34. 

In the two latter pages I introduced a passage from Tertullian, where he acknow- 
ledges that the great mass of believers in his time objected to the doctrine of the 
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Trinity, calling out for the Monarchy or Divine Unity. I mentioned that this 
extract was taken from a book which TertuUian wrote against Praxeas, an Unitarian, 
whose name is again noticed at page 43. It is from the same work that the evidence 
is taken at pages 83, 24, shewing that TertuUian himself (though he was the oppo- 
nent of Praxeas,) believed in the decided inferiority of Christ, as a Divine person, 
to his Father. I wish to add, that the whole of the work against Praxeas is an 
admirable proof not only of the seal of Praxeas' party for the doctrine of the unity of 
God, but also of the hesitation of TertuUian to depart from that cardinal truth. If 
Praxeas objected to the Trinity, as a " division of the unity,'' TertuUian laboured 
to the utmost of his power to acquit himself of the charge of dividing. He repeats 
again and again that the Son is only an executor of the Father's wiU, and that the 
Monarchy, which belonged naturally to God, is only wielded by the Son, through 
God's permission; and that the same is the case with regard to the Holy Spirit. 
TertuUian declares that he is a defender of the divine Monarchy, but with this reser- 
vation, that he does not see any reason why that Monarchy should not be adminis- 
tered by whomsoever it wills (per quos velit administrare) ; for no monarchy, he says, 
is so close, that it may not be administered by such proximate persons as it may 
choose for its official* (atquin nullam dico dominationem ita unius sui esse, ita singu- 
larem, ita monarchiam, ut non etiam per alias proximas personas administrator, quas 
ipsa prospexerit officiates sibi). Though God, he says, should allow His Son to par- 
ticipate in His Monarchy, the Monarchy still belongs principally to Him who com- 
municated it to the other (sed proinde ilUus esse principaUter a quo communicatur 
in fiUum). The divine Monarchy, he goes on to say, is administered by the angels 
(si — per tot legiones et exercitus angelorum administratur) , why not, then, by the 
Son and the Spirit? (quale est ut Deus divisionem et dispersionem pati videatur in 
Filio et in Spiritu Sancto, secundum et tertium sortitis locum — quas non patitur in 
tot angelorum numero ?) " But I," he says, " who derive the Son from no other 
original than the substance of the Father, supposing him to do nothing but by the 
will of the Father, and to have received all his power from the Father, how is it 
that I destroy the belief of the (divine) Monarchy which I preserve in the Son, being 
delivered by the Father to him?" (See pages 23, 24.), 

But more than this!: TertuUian maintains that the Son must restore his adminis- 
tration of the Monarchy ultimately to the Father, according to Paul's declaration, 
' Then cometh the end when he shall have delivered up the kingdom to God, even the 
Father.' " Though a Trinity," he says, " is connected with the Monarchy, the 
Monarchy nevertheless remains unaltered, so that the Son may be prepared to restore 
it to the Father, as we learn from Paul, writing concerning the. last end, where he 
says, (1 Cor. xv. 24, 25, 28,) « When he shall have delivered up the kingdom to 
God, even the Father. For he must reign tiU he hath put all enemies under his 
feet. And when all things shall be subdued unto him, then shall he also himself be 
subject unto him that put all things under him, that God may be all in aU.' So 
that we see that the Son is not an obstruction to the Monarchy, though it is lodged 
with him to-day, because it remains in the Son unaltered, and will be restored unal- 
tered to the Father. By admitting the Son (to a participation of the Monarchy), 
we do not detract from the Monarchy, because it has been delivered to the Son by 
the Father, and will, some time hence, be restored to the Father by the Son." 
(Adeo autem manet in suo statu, licet Trinitas inferatur, ut etiam restitui habeat 
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Patri a filio; si quidem Apostolus seribii dt ultimo fine cum tradiderit regmim Deo 
et Patri. Oportet enlm eum regnare usque dum pooat laimlcos ejus Deus sub pedes 
ipsius. — Cum autem subjeeta enmt ilH omnia, utique absque eo qui ei subjedt omnia, 
tunc et ipse subjicietur ill!, qui ei subjecit omnia, ut sit Deus omnia in omnibus. 
Videmus igitur non obesse monarchies fiHum etsi hodie apod filium est, quia et in 
suo statu est apud filium, et cum suo statu restituetur Patri a filio. Ita earn nemo 
hoc nomine destruet, si filium admittat, cui et traditam earn a Patre et a quo quan- 
doque reetituendam a Patre constat.) 

TertuUian continues to point out the vest distinction between the Father of all, 
and his Son, particularly m the fifteenth section of his book. He declares concern- 
ing the Son, speaking of him as a whole, without any quibble about a doubleness of 
nature, that he is a divinity visible, and capable of entering into conversation with 
men, while God the Father is altogether invisible. He says that it was not con- 
cerning the Son, but concerning the Father that Paul wrote, when he speaks of 
Him ' who only hath immortality, dwelling in the light which no man can approach 
unto, whom no man hath seen, nor can see,' (1 Tim. vi. 16,) and whom he also calls 
in the same epistle (i. 17.) ' the King eternal, immortal, invisible, the only God.' 
(Qstendit et de Patre autem ad Timotheum, quern nemo vidit hominum, sed nee 
videre potest. Exaggerans amplius, qui solus habet immortalitatem, et lucem habitat 
inacoessihilem ; de quo et supra dixerat, Regi autem seculorum immortali, invisibili, 
soli Deo.) On the other hand the Sun is described, TertuUian says, as visible, as 
possessing mortality, and accessibility (ut et contrario ipsi filio adscriberemus morta- 
litatem, accessibilitatem), as having been seen in his glory by Paul himself. In 
summing up his thoughts in this part of his work, TertuUian declares that <( the Son 
always appeared, and (that) the Son always conversed, and (that) the Son always 
acted by the authority and will of the Father; because the Son can do nothing of 
himself but what he seeth the Father do." (See page 24.) 

Page 40. 

The first introduction (by Flavianus of Antiooh) of the form of praise, * to the 
Father, and to the Son, and to the Holy Spirit,' is thus mentioned by Mr Gibbon 
(Decline and Fall of the Roman Empire, voL iii. pp. 388, 389). " The Catholics 
might prove to the world that they were not involved in the guilt and heresy of their 
ecclesiastical governor, by publicly testifying their dissent, or by totally separating 
themselves from his communion. The first of these methods was invented at 
Antiech, and practised with such success, that it was soon diffused over the Christian 
world. The doxology, or sacred hymn, which celebrates the glory of the Trinity, 
is susceptible of yery nice, but material, inflexions ; and the substance of an orthodox, 
or an heretical, creed, may be expressed by the dinerence of a disjunctive or a copu- 
lative particle. Alternate responses, and a more regular psalmody, were introduced 
into the public service by Flavianus and Diodorus, two devout and active laymen, 
who were attached to the Nicene faith. Under their conduct, a swarm of monks 
issued from the adjacent desert, bands of well-disciplined singers wore stationed in 
the cathedral of Antioch, the Glory to the Father, and the Son, and the Holy 
Ghost, was triumphantly chanted by a full chorus of voices ; and the Catholics insulted, 
by the purity of their doctrine, the Arian prelate, who had usurped the throne of the 
venerable Eustathius." 
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Pages 59, 60. 

In the view which I hare given of the Gnostic opinions concerning Christ, I have 
been confirmed by a very clear description of them in Principal Hill's Lectures on 
Divinity, vol. ii. pp. 249, 260. 

Pages 66— 70. 

Mr Gibbon was fully aware of the connexion of Platonism with the interpretation 
of Scripture in the second and succeeding centuries. What was his ultimate and 
sincere opinion concerning the influence of Plato's writings in the formation of the 
Christian Trinity, or whether he had closely searched the subject so as to form a 
sufficient opinion on it, I do not know. In some places, he seems to adopt, as it 
were by hypothesis, the notion that Plato and St John were the joint authors of Tri- 
nitarianism. In other places he uses a different style of language, as if the Trinity 
had been only a remote deduction from Plato and the Scriptures. " The respectable 
name of Plato," he says, " was used by the orthodox, and abused by the heretics, as 
the common support of truth and error : the authority of his skilful commentators, 
and the science of dialectics, were employed to justify the remote consequences of his 
opinions, and to supply the discreet silence of the inspired writers. The same subtile 
and profound questions concerning the nature, the generation, the distinction, and 
the equality of the three divine persons of the mysterious Triad, or Trinity t were 
agitated in the philosophical and in the Christian schools of Alexandria." Decline 
and Fall, vol. iii. p. 321. 

Pag* 71, &e. 
. Mr Gibbon also mentions the Unitarian faith of the Ebionites and Nazarenes. I 
shall here quote what he has said, not so much in way of authority, but on account 
of the notice of this important subject in so popular a history as that of the Decline 
and Fall of the Roman Empire : " The faith of the Ebionites, perhaps of the Naza- 
renes, was gross and imperfect. They revered Jesus as the greatest of the prophets, 
endowed with supernatural virtue and power. They ascribed to his person and to 
his future reign all the predictions of the Hebrew oracles which relate to the spiri- 
tual and everlasting kingdom of the promised Messiah. Some of them might confess 
that he was born of a virgin ; but they obstinately rejected the preceding existence 
and divine perfections of the Logos (Word) or Son of God. 1 ' Vol. iii. p. 319. 



ERRATA. 

Page 36, line 15th, for * jj * read * }„;' lines 20th and 21st, for believers and the multttudbs, 
read believers,' and ' the multitudes. 
Page 40, lines 8th and 9th, for " Flavianus, bishop of Antioch," read " Flavianns of Antioch. " 
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